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MONDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1955 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND POWER 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Austin, T ex. 


The special subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a. m., 
Srystal Ballroom, Driskill Hotel, Austin, Tex., Hon. Robert E. 
Jones, Jr. (chairman of the special subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Jones, Reuss, and Lipscomb of 
the subcommittee, and Representatives Teague and Thornberry. 

Also present: William & Wise, staff director; W. L. Sturdevant, 
staff member; Roy F. Bessey, staff consultant; and Robert Morris. 

Mr. Jones. This hearing this morning is a hearing of the subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Government Operations, assigned the re- 
sponsibility and task of hearing from the people on water resources 
and power, and the comments you might have as to the Hoover Com- 
mission Report to the President and to the Congress. 

For the purpose of identifying the members of the subcommittee: 
On my right is Congressman Henry Reuss, Member from the State 
of Wisconsin; on my left is Congressman Glenard Lipscomb, State 
of California. My name is Bob Jones and I am from the State of 
Alabama. 

We have, in addition to the subcommittee, Congressman Homer 
Thornberry, of Texas; also Congressman Olin Teague, from a place 
called College Station. Sometimes in the State of Texas it is neces- 
sary to identify the geographical area, so you will have a full appre- 
ciation of what places are in the State. 

Of course, we are delighted to be in Austin today and to hear from 
you firsthand. 

The list of witnesses has been submitted to me and it is quite long. 
It is our hope that we can hear all the witnesses before the conclusion 
of the hearing. We will expedite the hearing as much as possible, 
and, if you have a long statement, it may be necessary to brief that 
statement. We do not want to preclude any witness from testifying 
for or against the Commission’s report. 

It is going to be most difficult to give a commitment on the length 
of time you can testify, in view of the fact that we are not acquainted 
with all the testimony that will be offered, nor the length. Therefore, 
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we will do our very best to accommodate those who have to leave town 
and, if you will make your wishes known to the committee staff, Mr. 
Wise, Mr. Sturdevant, or Mr. Bessey, we will endeavor to accommo- 
date you, if at all possible. 

Our first witness is Mr. A. F. Mitchell, Corsicana, Tex., president, 
Texas Water Conservation Association. 

We are glad to have you, Mr. Mitchell. I might say you come en- 
tirely recommended to the committee by your distinguished Congress- 
man, Mr. Teague, and we welcome the opportunity to hear from you. 

Before you get started, Mr. Mitchell, I would like to ask the mem- 
bers of the Texas delegation if you will join us up here. I want to 
say you are welcome to participate in the examination of the witnesses. 
You are here as ex officio members of this committee. This is Mr. 
Homer Thornberry on my right and Mr. Olin Teague on my left. 


STATEMENT OF A. F. MITCHELL, PRESIDENT, TEXAS WATER 
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, AUSTIN, TEX. 


Mr. Mrircnett. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

I am A. F. Mitchell, president of the Texas Water Conservation 
Association, Austin, Tex., a statewide organization incorporated un- 
der the laws of Texas and dedicated to the task of developing, con- 
serving, controlling, protecting, and utilizing the water resources of 
Texas for all beneficial purposes. 

The government of the association is vested in a board of directors 
consisting of 35 members, 7 each, from the following classifications 
of water use, to wit: irrigation, municipal, industrial, navigation, and 
river authorities. The classification “river authorities” includes all 
those districts and authorities created by special acts of the Texas 
Legislature for the purposes of controlling floods and developing 
conserving, and utilizing the water resources of river basins for all 
beneficial purposes and especially for flood control, irrigation, munici- 
pal and industrial water supplies and the generation of hydroelec- 
tric power. The members of the board of directors are silacied by 
representatives of the several classifications of water use. 

Mtr. Jonrs. Mr. Mitchell, I would appreciate it if you would send 
us within the next 30 days, if at all possible, the public laws, State 
public laws under which you operate. 

Mr. Mrrcuetz. I will do that. 

Mr. Jones. So that will be a part of the record immediately fol- 
lowing the statement of the witness. 

Mr. Mrrcuety. The association is statewide in all its activities and 
is interested in every phase of water-resource development, conserva- 
tion and use, and since the recomemndations of the Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government (Hoover 
Commission) on Water Resources and Power deal with every phase 
of water-resource development and use, the Texas Water Conserva- 
tion Association is naturally interested in the several recommenda- 
tions. They affect directly or indirectly every individual, business 
and industry in this State. They also affect directly or indirectly 
all five classifications of water users represented by the association. 

The Texas Water Conservation Association has on repeated occa- 
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sions declared the need for a national water policy, clearly definin 
the role and policies of the Federal Government. in the framewor 
of a consistent water policy and the coordination of Federal and State 
agencies which will progressively promote conservation and develop- 
ment of this vital natural resource for the Nation as a whole, and the 
States and local communities, 

At its regular quarterly meeting in Austin on July 18, 1955, the 
executive board of the association reviewed the recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission on Water Resources and Power and referred 
the report to the water laws committee for further study and report 
with recommendations to the 11th annual convention in Galveston 
on October 9-11, 1955. 

The water laws committee of this association reviewed the recom- 
mendations and found that a number of them concur with positions 

reviously taken by the association at annual meetings through dec- 
aration of policy, resolutions, etc. The committee recommended that 
due to the magnitude of the report and the far-reaching effects of 
the many recommendations therein contained which affect all five 
anels of the association, each panel of the board of directors give 
urther study to the reports before definite action is taken concerning 
its recommendations. 

The 11th annual convention at Galveston approved the recommen- 
dation of the water laws committee. Following the Galveston con- 
vention, copies of the report of the water laws committee, together 
with copies of the report of the Hoover Commission on Water Re- 
sources and Power, were furnished to the respective panels of the 
association. 

I have called a meeting of the board of directors, executive board 
and water laws committee to be held in Austin on January 7 to con- 
sider the recommendations contained in the Hoover Commission re- 
port in keeping with the action taken at the Galveston convention. 

Our general manager, J. E. Sturrock, will give the committee a 
statement on the policies heretofore adopted by this association, point- 
ing out those which are in agreement with the recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission, and I respectfully ask the committee’s per- 
mission to file a supplemental statement following the January 7, 
1956, meeting of the board of directors, executive board and water 
laws committee, setting forth the association’s views on the overall 
recommendations of the commission. 

Water is the No. 1 problem facing Texas and the Nation today. 
Here in Texas industries rank third in the national use of water con- 
sumption, following Pennsylvania and Ohio, and ahead of New York. 
With more than 6,000,000 acres of land under irrigation, Texas is 
second only to California in irrigated acreage. More and more in- 
dustries are locating in Texas and more and more acres are being put 
under irrigation. ‘The population of Texas cities and towns is grow- 
ng at an unprecedented rate. 

fr. Jones. Mr. Mitchell, is that a typographical error, that Texas 
is second ? 

Mr. Mircneni. Texas is second in water irrigation, only, to Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. Jones. That is the first admission I ever heard Texas make that 
it was not first. 
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Mr. Mircnuety. I stand corrected. 

Water demands are spiraling throughout the State as well as the 
Nation. Therefore, the Hoover Commission’s declaration for a na- 
tional water policy is basic. 

On basic elements of a sound water program no controversy 1S 
possible. It must provide an adequate supply for all beneficial use. 
To accomplish this we must prevent waste, reduce pollution, provide 
for the most equitable distribution possible and shore up our defenses 
against the destructive forces of uncontrolled waters which ravage 
property, homes and human life. 

When we manage, use and enjoy our God-given water wisely we 
perpetuate its blessings. When we mismanage, waste or take water 
for granted, we are courting disaster. I commend the Hoover Com- 
mission and its Task Force on Water Resources and Power for the 
very exhaustive study and for the detailed and factual reports made 
thereon. 

There will be differences of opinion on the conclusions and recom- 
mendations of the Commission, but the report deserves the earnest and 
-areful consideration of the Congress as well as every citizen of this 
country. 

Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate the opportunity of appearing 
before your committee and making this brief statement. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Mitchell. 

(The following communication was received from Mr. Mitchell 
after the close of the hearing :) 


TEXAS WATER CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, 
Austin Tex., January 16, 1956. 
Hon. Rosert E. Jongs, Jr., 
Chairman Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN: At the public hearing by your committee in Austin on 
December 12, 1955, you asked me to send you the State public laws under which 
the Texas Water Conservation Association operates. 

The Texas Water Conservation Association is a nonprofit organization, incor- 
porated under the provisions of subdivision 53 of article 1302 of the Texas Re- 
vised Civil Statutes of 1925 reading as follows: 

“Article 13802. Purposes: 

“The purposes for which private corporations may be formed are: 

“53. To organize cotton exchanges, chambers of commerce and boards of 
trade, with power to provide and maintain suitable rooms for the conduct of 
their business, and to establish and maintain uniformity in the commercial usages 
of cities and towns, to acquire, preserve, and disseminate valuable business in- 
formation, and to adopt rules, regulations, and standards of classification, which 
shall govern all transactions connected with the cotton trade, and with other 
commodities where standards and classifications are required, and generally to 
we the interest of trade and increase the facilities of commercial transac- 
tions. 

I am enclosing pamphlet containing the constitution, bylaws, and charter of the 
association. 

I enjoyed visiting with you while you were in Austin and look forward to 
seeing you again soon. 

Yours sincerely, 
A. F. Mircne.y, President. 


+t iting 
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CONSTITUTION, BYLAWS, CHARTER, AND LIST OF OFFICERS AND 
DIRECTORS OF THE TEXAS WATER CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 
CONSTITUTION OF THE TEXAS WATER CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 


(Resolution adopted by Water Conservation Conference at Austin, Tex., on 
October 2, 1944, organizing the Texas Water Conservation Association) 


Resolved by the Water Conservation Conference in meeting assembled at 
Austin, Tew., on this the 2d day of October 1944, That this conference here and 
now organize itself into an association to be known as the Texas Water Conserva- 
tion Association, having for its primary purposes: 

1. To promote and support the development, conservation, control, protection, 
and utilization of the water resources of Texas for all beneficial purposes. 

2. To promote and assist in the proper coordination of plans proposed by agen- 
cies of the Federal, State, and local governments, associations, and private enter- 
prises, to control, protect, and utilize the water resources of the State. 

3. Through all means of publicity open to the association to create a widespread 
interest in water resources development and conservation by the citizenship of 
Texas, and to keep all members of the association fully advised on all matters 
pertaining to or affecting water resources development and conservation in this 
State. 

4. To encourage in all ways possible needed legislation, both State and 
national, to carry out the association’s objectives; be it further 

Resolved, That all districts, authorities, and associations created and organ- 
ized for the development, conservation, and utilization of water resources, and 
all individuals, firms, corporations, cities, towns, associations, and groups inter- 
ested in the development, conservation, and utilization of the State’s water re- 
sources be accorded membership in the association; be it further 

Resolwed, That the government of this association shall be vested in a board 
of directors consisting of 35 members whose terms of office shall be for 3 years, 
provided, however, that the first board of directors elected as hereinafter pro- 
vided, shall be divided into three groups to be determined by lot, those in group 
1, composed of 2 directors, to serve for a term of 1 year, those in group 2, composed 
of 2 directors, to serve for 2 years, and those in group 3, composed of 3 directors, 
to serve for a term of 3 years, and their successors shall be chosen annually at 
the annual meeting of this association by the group present representing the 
particular classified use of water. 

Said board of directors shall be composed of representatives from five classifica- 
tions of water use, to wit: 


Members 

Mo et i ae tsk, tact Ciasien ich sued ataaa ites ate heehee teat ee aed 7 
I ee ee hh etek haan eae hapa ian 7 
Si re id aaeagiencin cones epic taepaligceiaeltnes eae catpan 7 
BST BIN on os ee es ne eahatat dards ehcsoeigehint aaah ate-dicnee ep testaecabid sade bee ava anemimea beta 7 
oe Sa Ne dw tutb an aa leahanamacdstionet ly cite piecatiee nde aac 7 
i a te ee dette ee wee ok 35 


The original board of directors shall be selected as follows: The representatives 
present at this conference shall hold separate caucuses according to the above 
classification and make nomination of members of the board of directors for each 
classification. 

The board of directors shall determine the policies and program for the asso- 
ciation’s activities and shall adopt bylaws, rules, and regulations for the conduct 
of its affairs and to direct all activities and carry out the objectives of the asso- 
ciation subject to the policies, rules, and regulations determined by the board of 
directors. However, as matters come before the board, they shall be referred 
to that section of the board representing that particular use of water, and such 
matters cannot be considered by the entire board unless such section so affected 
approves such matter by a majority vote. 

Majority vote of the entire board shall be necessary for final action by the 
board. 

The board of directors shall elect a secretary-manager of the association who 
shall be the executive officer and secretary of the association, with such duties 
and functions and to receive such compensation as the board of directors may 
prescribe; be it further 
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Resolwed, That funds to carry on the activities of the association shall be 
derived from membership dues, gifts, and contributions, and the board of direc- 
tors shall fix the amount of meinbership dues and prescribe rules and regulations 
respecting contributions. 

Said board of directors shall elect any member of the Texas Water Conserva- 
tion Association as president. They shall then elect from their own number 5 
vice presidents, one each from the 5 separate classifications, one of whom shall 
be designated as first vice president. 


ByLaws, TExAS WATER CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 


ARTICLE I. NAME AND ADDRESS 


SEcTION 1. The name of this association shall be the Texas Water Conservation 
Association. 


Sec. 2. Headquarters of the association shall be in the City of Austin, Tex. 


ARTICLE II. PURPOSES 


SectTIoN 1. The purposes of this association shall be: 

1. To promote and support the development, conservation, control, protection, 
and utilization of the water resources of Texas for all beneficial purposes. 

2. To promote and assist in the proper coordination of plans proposed by 
agencies of the Federal, State, and local governments, associations, and private 
enterprises, to control, protect, and utilize the water resources of the State. 

3. Through all means of publicity open to the association to create a widespread 
interest in water resources development and conservation by the citizenship of 
Texas, and to keep all members of the association fully advised on all matters 
pomateens to or affecting water resources development and conservation in 

is State. 

4. To encourage in all ways possible needed legislation, both State and national, 
to carry out the association’s objectives. 


ARTICLE Il, MEMBERSHIP 


‘ Section 1. There shall be two classes of membership in this association as 
ollows: 

(a) Individual members: All citizens of Texas and elsewhere, interested in 
the purposes of this association shall be accepted as individual members thereof, 
upon the payment of annual dues of twenty-five ($25) dollars. 

(b) Sustaining members: All districts, authorities, and associations created and 
organized for the development, conservation, and utilization of water resources, 
and all individuals, firms, corporations, cities, towns, associations, and groups, 
desiring to contribute funds or services for the prosecution of the association’s 
objectives, other than those included in (@) above shall be classed as sustaining 
members, and shall be accepted as such upon the payment of annual dues in the 
sum of one hundred ($100) dollars or more. 

(c) Each sustaining member shall be entitled to a maximum vote of four (4) 
of those present at annual meetings, representing any such sustaining member, 
regardless of the amount contributed in dues. 

(d) Individual and sustaining members shall declare their classification at 
the time of payment of dues, which classification shall be irrevocable during the 
year for which the dues are paid. 


ARTICLE IV. FINANCIAL STRUCTURE 


Section 1. Funds to carry on the activities of the association shall be derived 
from membership dues, gifts, and contributions. 

Sec. 2. All receipts shall be entered in a permanent record and deposited in a 
FDIC bank in the city of Austin, Tex., to the credit of the association. All 
disbursements shall be made on proper voucher signed by the general manager 
and countersigned by the president or first vice president of the association. 

Sec. 8. The fiscal year of the association shall be from October 1st to Septem- 
ber 30th, inclusive, of each year and all memberships will terminate as of 
September 30th of the current year. 


{ 
i 
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ARTICLE V. BOARD OF DIRECTORS 


SEcTION 1. The government of this association shall be vested in a board of 
directors, the members of which shall be citizens of the State of Texas, and said 
board shall consist of thirty-five (35) members whose terms of office shall be for 
8 years or until their successors are elected and installed. 

Provided, however, That the first board of directors elected, as hereinafter 
provided, shall be divided into 3 groups to be determined by lot, those in group 1, 
composed of 2 directors, to serve for a term of 1 year, those in group 2, composed 
of 2 directors, to serve for 2 years, and those in group 3, composed of 3 directors, 
to serve for a term of 3 years, and their successors shall be chosen annually at 
the annual meeting of this association by the group present representing the 
particular classified use of water. Said board of directors shall be composed 
of representatives from 5 classifications of water use, to wit: 
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Sec. 2. Following the annual meeting of the association, the directors shall 
meet and organize. All vacancies on the board of directors that have not been 
filled at the annual meeting of the association shall be filled by the board of 
directors upon nomination made by the directors representing the classification 
of water use in which the vacancies exist, subject to confirmation by the group 
present at the succeeding annual meeting of the association representing the 
particular classified use of water. 

Sec. 3. (a) At its annual meeting the board of directors shall elect any 
member of the Texas Water Conservation Association who is a citizen of the 
State of Texas as president. They shall then elect from their own number 
five vice presidents, one each from the five separate classifications, one of whom 
shall be designated as first vice president, the remaining four to be without 
rank or seniority among themselves. Each vice president shall serve as chair- 
man of the classified group from which he is elected. 

(b) When the president is chosen from among the directors, the place he 
held as director shall be declared vacant and filled as provided for in filling 
other vacancies on the board of directors. 

Sec. 4. The board of directors shall determine the policies and program for 
the association’s activities and shall adopt rules and regulations for the con- 
duct of its affairs and direct all activities and carry out the objectives of the 
association subject to the policies set forth in resolution organizing this asso- 
ciation, adopted at Austin, Tex., October 2, 1944. However, as matters come 
before the board, they shall be referred to that section of board representing 
that particular use of water, and such matters cannot be considered by the 
entire board unless such section so affected approves such matter by a majority 
vote. Majority vote of the board shall be necessary for final action by the 
board. 

Sec. 5. The board of directors shall elect a general manager of the associa- 
tion who shall be the executive officer, secretary and treasurer of the associa- 
tion and shall have complete charge of the office and records of the association 
and be responsible for the prosecution of all its activities. The general man- 
ager shall devote his entire time to the affairs of the association and shall 
furnish surety bond and receive such compensation as the board of directors 
may determine. The premium of the bond of the general manager shall be paid 
out of the funds of the association. 

Sec. 6. Bighteen members of the board of directors present at any regular 
or special meeting shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of such busi- 
ness as may come before it. 

Sec. 7. Vacancies occurring from any cause in the officer personnel of the 
association shall be filled by election at the next succeeding meeting of the 
board of directors. 


ARTICLE VI. EXECUTIVE BOARD 


Section 1. The president and five vice presidents shall compose the executive 
board of the association. Subject to the policies, rules, and regulations deter- 
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mined by the board of directors, the executive board shall direct all activities 
and carry out the objectives of the association. Four members shall constitute 
a quorum for the transaction of business at any meeting. 
Sec. 2. The executive board shall submit a written detailed report covering 
all activities, including a full financial report, to the annual meeting of the : 
association and to the board of directors at such time as same may be called for. j 
Sec. 3. The executive board shall prepare an annual budget which must be \ 
approved by the board of directors and all general expenses of the association t 
shall be paid out of funds of the association in accordance therewith. 
Sec. 4. All necessary traveling expenses incurred by the members of the 
executive board and the general manager of the association in the performance 
of their official duties shall be paid out of the funds of the association, subject 
to approval of the executive board. 


ARTICLE VII, OFFICERS 


Section 1. The president shall preside at the annual meeting of the associa- 

tion and at all meetings of the board of directors and of the executive board. 
He shall call meetings of the board of directors, or of the executive board, at 
such time and place as he may deem advisable. 

Sec. 2. The first vice president in the absence of the president shall have all : 
the powers and prerogatives of the president. ; 

Sec. 3. In the absence, or failure to act of both the president and first vice 
president, any three members of the executive board of the association shall 
be empowered to call special meetings of the board of directors or of the execu- 
tive board. 

Sec. 4. The general manager shall record the proceedings of all meetings of 
the association, board of directors, and executive board. The minutes being 
entered in a permanently bound record and signed by the general manager and 
presiding officer of the meeting. The general manager shall keep well informed 
on all matters pertaining to the development, conservation, control, protection, 
and utilization of the water resources of Texas for all beneficial purposes, and 
other matters relating to the business of the association and from time to time 
report such matters to the membership of the association in such manner as 
the executive board may prescribe, and shall perform such other duties as may 
be required of him by the board of directors or the executive board. 


ARTICLE VIII, COMMITTEES 


Section 1. The president shall appoint all committees called for by action 
of the association, board of directors, or the executive board, such committees 
to be subject to confirmation by the executive board. 

Sec. 2. It shall be the function of such committees as are appointed to make 
necessary investigations and recommendations, reporting same in writing to the 
executive board. No committee or officer shall represent the association in favor 
of, or in opposition to, any matter without the approval of or authority of the 
board of directors in the manner prescribed in section 4 of article V of these 
bylaws. 

ARTICIP IX. MEETINGS 


Section 1. The association shall meet annually during the first week in 
October, at such place as may be decided upon by the executive board. 

See. 2. The association may be called in special meeting at any time or place 
by the executive board should an emergency arise justifying such meeting. 

See. 3. The board of directors shall meet annually as soon as possible after 
the annual meeting of the association. Special meetings of the board may be 
held at such time and place as may be deemed advisable by the president. 

Sec. 4. The executive board shall meet quarterly during the second week of 
January, April, July, and October. Special meetings of the executive board may 
be called by the president whenever conditions may warrant. 
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ARTICLE X. ELECTIONS 


Section 1. Thirty days before the annual meeting the general manager shall 
furnish all members of the association with a list of the members of the board of 
directors whose term of office will expire at such annual meeting. 
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Sec. 2. At the annual meeting the members of the association present repre- 
senting the respective classifications of water use set forth in section 1 of article 
V shall hold separate caucuses according to said classification and elect a member 
of the board of directors for each expired term as provided by said section 1 of 
article V. Any member of the association who is a citizen of the State of Texas 
and whose current annual dues are paid shall be eligible for election as a member 
of the board of directors. 


ARTICLE XI. AMENDMENTS 
Section 1. These bylaws may be amended at any regular or special meeting of 
the board of directors by the affirmative vote of twenty-one members of the board 


of directors, provided the directors have been furnished copies of the proposed 
amendments not less than ten days prior to the meeting. 


No. 83814—CHArTER OF TEXAS WATER CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, AUSTIN, TEX. 
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Paid in _ 


Filed in the Office of the Secretary of State this 6th day of December, 1944. 
SIDNEY LATHAM, 
Secretary of State. 
LEDGER NO, 44126 
THE STATE or TEXAS, 
County of Travis: 

Know all men by these presents, that we, Guy C. Jackson, Jr., Max Starcke, 
A. M. Thompson, and John W. Fulbright, all citizens of Texas, under and by 
virtue of the laws of this State do hereby voluntarily associate ourselves for the 
purpose of forming a private corporation under such laws upon the following 
terms and conditions : 


I 


The name of the corporation shall be Texas Water Conservation Association. 


II 


The purpose for which it is formed is to promote and support the development, 
conservation, control, protection, and utilization of the water resources of Texas 
for all beneficial purposes; to promote and assist in the proper coordination of 
plans proposed by agencies of the Federal, State, and local governments, associa- 
tions, and private enterprises, to control, protect, and utilize the water resources of 
the State; through all means of publicity open to the association to create a wide- 
spread interest in water resources development and conservation by the citizen 
ship of Texas, and to keep all members of the association fully advised on ail 
matters pertaining to or affecting water resources development and conservation 
in this State and to encourage in all ways possible needed legislation, both State 
and national, to carry out the association’s objectives, as authorized by subdivi- 
sion 53 of article 1302 of the Texas Revised Civil Statutes of 1925. 


Im 


The place where the business of the corporation is to be transacted in Austin 
in Travis County, Tex., and elsewhere within the State of Texas in accordance 
with the laws of said State, and its principal place of business is to be in said 
Travis County, Tex. 


Iv 


The term for which it is to exist is 50 years. 
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The number of directors shall be 35, and the names of those who are appointees 


for the first year are as follows: 
Name and residence 


J. V. Cardiff, Katy, Tex. 

A. L. Cramer, Elsa, Tex. 

Winfield Holbrook, Plainview, Tex. 
C. B. Jeffrey, Devers, Tex. 

Chas. N. Miller, Barstow, Tex. 

A. F. Muller, Laredo, Tex. 

Alfred Tamm, Harlingen, Tex. 
Horace Etchison, McAllen, Tex. 
A. 8. Hatch, Houston, Tex. 

A. F. Mitchell, Corsicana, Tex. 

E. B. Neiswanger, Corpus Christi, Tex. 
E. N. Noyes, Corpus Christi, Tex. 
James C. Bowie, San Benito, Tex. 
John W. Fulbright, Beaumont, Tex. 


Name and residence 
Homer A. Hunter, Dallas, Tex. 
E. E. McAdams, Austin, Tex. 
Harry N. Roberts, Lubbock, Tex. 
Walter W. Seaholm, Austin, Tex. 
A. M. Thompson, Humble, Tex. 
C. R. Hisler, Port Arthur, Tex. 
N. D. Griswold, Freeport, Tex. 
George A. Knapp, Houston, Tex. 
J. H. McCullough, Texas City, Tex. 
George Sawtelle, Houston, Tex. 
E. M. Cape, San Marcos, Tex. 
C. L. Green, Winters, Tex. 
W. G. Hall, Dickinson, Tex. 
Ray M. Keck, Cotulla, Tex. 





Roy Miller, Corpus Christi, Tex. 
J. M. Rich, Liberty, Tex. 

BE. O. Taulbee, Bay City, Tex. 
W. B. Tuttle, San Antonio, Tex. 


Lewis Mims, Houston, Tex. 
Max Starcke, Austin, Tex. 
B. A. Steinhagen, Beaumont, Tex. 


VI 


It is to be a nonprofit corporation without capital stock, and now owns office 
furniture and equipment having an estimated value of $500. 

(S) Guy C. Jackson, JR, 

(S) Max SrarcKe 

(S) A. M. THompson 

(S) JoHn W. FULRBIGHT 
Tue Srate or Texas, County of Travis: 

Before me, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared Guy 
C. Jackson, Jr., Max Starcke, A. M. Thompson, and John W. Fulbright, known 
to me to be the persons whose names are subscribed to the foregoing instrument, 
and also known to me to be citizens of said State, and each acknowledged to 
me that he executed the same for the purposes of consideration therein expressed. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe my name and affix the seal of my 
office, this the 6th day of December 1944. 

(S) JEWELL Hares, 
Notary Public, Travis County, Tea. 


AFFIDAVIT 


THe State or Texas, County of Travis: 

Before me, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared Guy 
C. Jackson, Jr., Max Starcke, A. M. Thompson, and John W. Fulbright, known 
to me to be the persons whose names are subscribed below, who, having first 
been duly sworn by me, on oath deposed and said, each for himself; 

That they are the identical parties who executed the charter of Texas Water 
Conservation Association which is sought to be incorporated under the laws 
of the State of Texas; that the Texas Water Conservation Association is to be 
a nonprofit corporation without capital stock and that it now owns office furniure 
and equipment having an estimated value of $500. 

(S) Guy C. Jackson, Jr. 
(S) Max STarcKEe 

(8S) A. M. THompson 

(S) Joun W. FULBRIGHT 


Subscribed and sworn to before me, by the said Guy C. Jackson, Jr., Max 
Starcke, A. M. Thompson, and John W. Fulbright, respectively, this 6th day of 
December 1944, to certify which witness my hand and seal of office. 

JEWELL Hares, 
Notary Public, Travis County, Teg. 


ne AE St APNEA DAR arid ew ash 


Inlees enh alate 


ana rines 


el i a SE as De a 9 all NaN a nla EE Nise 





ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVS BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 294] 


Tue State or TEXAS 
SECRETARY OF STATE 


I, Sidney Latham, Secretary of State, of the State of Texas, do hereby certify 
that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the charter of Texas Water 
Conservation Association, with the endorsement thereon, as the same now appears 
of record in the department. 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto signed my name officially and caused 
to be impressed hereon the seal of State at my office in the city of Austin, this 
6th day of December A. D. 1944. 


(S) Srpney LarHam, 


Secretary of State. 
(The State of Texas Seal) 


Our next witness is Brig. Gen. L. E. Seeman, for the Corps of 
Engineers. 
neral Seeman, would you review the projects that are now under 
way, the projects that you expect to undertake immediately after the 
projects you have now under construction, and just give us a general 
view of the work of the Corps of Engineers in the State of Texas. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. L. E. SEEMAN, DIVISION ENGINEER, 
SOUTHWESTERN DIVISION OF THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS, DALLAS, 
TEX. 


General Seeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I am L. E. Seeman, and I am division engineer 
for the southwestern division of the Corps of Engineers, Dallas, Tex. 

We are organized in this area in five districts. I won’t go into detail 
further. We have prepared a statement. I know your time is valu- 
able, and we will submit this for your consideration. 

Our civil-works responsibilities are divided up along the watershed 
lines. We have all of the Rio Grande Basin in Colorado and New 
Mexico and the tributary basins in Texas. The part of the main 
stem of the Rio Grande which forms the international boundary be- 
tween the United States and Mexico along the Texas border is under 
the International Boundary and Water Commission. The streams 
draining into the Texas gulf coast are a part of our division, includ- 
ing the Sabine watershed which takes in some of the western portion 
of bootelian: On the Red River we have that part of the basin above 
Fulton, Ark., near Texarkana. On the Arkansas and White Rivers 
we have the portions above the backwater effects of the Mississippi 
River. These basins include all or a part of eight States. 

I have with me the district engineers from Galveston and Fort 
Worth, which are districts involved largely in the affairs of Texas 
with respect to the intracoastal waterways. 

For over 80 years the corps has been active in the improvement of 
the Texas coastal area for navigation. There are now about 200 miles 
of deep-draft ship channels and more than 700 miles of shallow-draft 
channels for barges and other smaller craft. There are 423 miles of 
the Gulf Intracoastal Canal along the Texas coast. This project is 
giving the highest return on investment of all the inland or intra- 
coastal waterways in the United States. In 1952 it yielded more 
than $14 in benefits for every $1 of annual charge on construction 
cost, including interest, and operation and maintenance expense. 
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All of these facilities have been constructed at a cost of about 
$85 million. For the last 5 years maintenance and operation has 
averaged about $414 million a year. 

As our river basins become more intensely developed, the need 
for flood control became more urgent. In authorizing what became 
known as the 308 reports in the 1920’s the Congress took the first 
step in comprehensive water resources control and development and 
followed through with the Flood Control Act of 1936. r accom- 
plishments since that time have been of much wider scope on a much 
greater scale. 

Under that basic policy, the corps has completed 50 flood control and 
water conservation projects in the southwestern division, costing some 
$400 million. At present we are at work on 32 authorized projects, 
having a total estimated cost of $865 million. 

In the State of Texas there are 9 corps’ reservoirs providing well 
over a million acre-feet of water supply storage to 21 or more towns 
and cities. 

Mr. Jones. What was the appropriation for inland waterways navi- 
gation projects this year ? 

General Seeman. For the current fiscal year we have available for 
construction about $46 million. That is considerably more than the 
$18 million expended for the purpose last year. 

Our operation and maintenance fell for this year. Mr. Chairman, 
I think it is around four and a half or five million dollars. 

Mr. Jones. That is the total ? 

General Seeman. Four and a half or five million dollars for opera- 
tion and maintenance as opposed to general construction. 

Mr. Jones. We would be very interested if you would break down 
the total operation and maintenance cost to show what it is on all navi- 
gation projects. You can give them in rough figures. 

General Srrman. I will have to ask my people to break that down. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have any maintenance and operation cost on 
the Houston ship canal ? 

General Seeman. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Jonrs. Do you know what that would amount to? 

General Sreman. On the Houston ship channel, maintenance and 
operation cost in 1955, $713,228. 

Mr. Jones. For the Inland Waterways canal, what is the amount 
allocated to your division ? 

General Seeman. Well, it is broken down into several separate 
projects such as the Intracoastal Waterway, between Mount Davis to 
the Mexican border, $1,926,000. 

Mr. Jones. That is the total, $1,926,000 ? 

General SrEMAN. No, sir. That is just Intracoastal Waterways. 

Mr. Jones. Oh, $1,926,000 is just for the Intracoastal Waterways. 

General Seeman. Our total operation and maintenance cost in 1955 
was $5,200,000. 

Mr. Jones. That is on navigation projects ? 

General Seeman. Yes, sir; this is all navigation. 

Mr. Jones. Have you taken that and computed the cost that would 
be imposed on those shippers in the event that recommendation No. 
8 were imposed of totals equal to the maintenance and operation cost, 
what the cost per mile would be increased by ? 


nto ne bee alton 


See ee ae 


A MND) 8 WA catia SRE a OES ENR A as 





<a allt A Sa IAN OUR Ei 


Se ns ee A LAT HAR W sm 





ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 2943 


General Sreman. No, sir; we have not done that. 

Mr. Jones. Would you supply that figure for the record at some 
future date? You understand what I mean, General. Recommenda- 
tion No. 8 of the Hoover Commission recommends that a total user 
charge be imposed in an amount equal to the annual maintenance 
and operation cost of navigation projects. 

General Seeman. Yes, sir; I understand. Our problem is alloca- 
tion. In many cases the Intracoastal Waterway is along the same 
channel as some of the deep draft ship channels. We have long and 
short hauls. So the actual distribution so that it would have appli- 
cation to that recommendation before the Commission would be very 
difficult. 

Mr. Jones. If the Commission’s recommendation becomes effective. 
you would have to solve that problem, anyway. 

General SreMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. That would be one of the burdens imposed on you if the 
recommendation did become effective, so you could do it just as well 
now as if it became effective. Try and make a stab at it. 

General Seeman. It could be broken down in several ways: amount 
of tons within the limit of statistical gathering; it could be with regard 
to value of cargo, various ways. We will do the best we can to submit 
a statement along those lines. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. 

(The following figures were subsequently supplied by General 
Seeman :) 


Costs of operating and maintaining Federal Navigation facilities in the Galveston 
district of the Corps of Engineers 


Deep-draft channels providing access to ports: 


VTS WON iP oh ie pon a besa cts ese miles__ 213 
Total commerce (calendar year 1954) _-__-_-__________ tons__ 144, 500, 000 
Annual cost of operation and maintenance *________________ $3, 084, 717 
Annual cost per ton of commerce *___________________ecents__ 2.135 
Inland waterways: 
TIO VNR 6 5352 a ot ee Beret pee bees es SL miles__ * 620 
Total traffic (calendar year 1954) __--__________- ton-miles__ 2, 015, 000, 000 
Annual cost of operation and maintenance *________________ $1, 347, 433 
Annual cost per ton-mile of traffic *__....____________cents__ 0. 0669 


? Annual cost is an average for the fiscal years 1953—55. 

2In accordance with the usual practice, costs for harbors are expressed in terms of tons, 
while costs for waterways are expressed in terms of ton-miles. 

3 Does not*inelude 80 miles of inactive waterway in this district. 


General Seeman. Under our flood-control projects the corps has 
completed 50 flood-control and water-conservation projects in the 
Southwestern Division, costing some $400 million. At present we are 
at work on 32 authorized projects having a total estimated cost of 
$865 million. 

So far $165 million has been appropriated, leaving $700 million yet 
to come for completion of these projects. The authorized program 
includes 47 more projects, estimated at a billion dollars, on which 
construction has not begun. 

The total civil works program, both river and harbor and flood-con- 
trol projects, including projects completed, those under construction 
and those authorized but not yet under construction amounts to around 
$2.4 billion. About $650 million has been made available so far. 

70818—56—pt. 15——2 
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For the current fiscal year we have available for construction about 
$46 million. This is considerably above the $18 million expended for 
this purpose last year. Last year’s expenditures were lowered by the 
fact that most of the going program was closing out and 2 new large 
projects, the Toronto Dam on the Verdigris River in Kansas and the 
Table Rock Dam on the White River in Missouri, were just getting 
under way. This year’s appropriations include funds for construction 
planning or the commencement of construction, or both, in 18 new 
projects. 

We have 29 major reservoirs completed and in operation. Nine of 
these became operational before the end of World War II; the other 
20 were started after the war. Most of them have not been in opera- 
tion long enough that a firm evaluation of their worth can be made, 
but the indications are excellent. The John Martin Reservoir on the 
Arkansas River in Colorado, which went into operation in December 
1942, has already accrued benefits appreciably in excess of its total 
cost. Ten other projects which became operational in the 1940’s had 
accrued more than $40 million in flood-control benefits by the time 
they had reached an average life of 7 years. They were constructed at 
a cost of about $150 million. 

During this drought year in Texas the Whitney Dam was operated 
to prevent $134 million dollars in damages during 1 flood and during 
another reduced stages by as much as 20 feet on the Brazos River. The 
Denison Dam reduced flows on the Red River from 120,000 to 4,100 
cubic feet per second, thereby preventing $500,000 in flood damages. 
The Alice, Tex., Floodway, constructed at a cost of less than $250,000, 
prevented damages which would have run into 6 figures after it had 
been completed 2 months. 

Although the first reservoir in Texas completed by the corps went 
into service only a little more than a decade ago, corps’ reservoirs now 
provide about half of the State’s storage. The percentage is much 
higher in Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Missouri. The total storage in 
projects in operation is 24 million acre-feet; in projects under con- 
struction there is 1314 million acre-feet; and in additional projects 
authorized there is 24 million acre-feet. 

Mr. Jones. How much generation of hydroelectric power do you 
expect to get out of the 24 million acre-feet ? 

neral Seeman. In our existing 6 hydroelectric projects we gen- 
erated 570 million kilowatt-hours of electricity with 5.8 million acre- 
feet of water in the last fiscal year. 

Mr. Jones. Who disposes of the energy for the Government? 

General Seeman. This power is marketed by the Southwest Power 
Administration, Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Jones. Who sells or disposes of the power generated at Falcon 
Dam? Is it bought from them? 

General Seeman. That is handled by the International Boundary 
Commission, I believe. Is that correct 

Mr. Harry P. Burleigh, United States Bureau of Reclamation. 
That power is marketed by the Department of Interior through the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Jonrs: So they actually dispose of the power? 

General Seeman. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. They were constructed for the International Boundary 
Commission ? 
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General Srrman. No; for the Bureau of Reclamation. I believe 
they also have a project in the vicinity of El Paso. My paper is 
considerably longer than that. I think -it would just be imposing on 
the Commission’s time, when all the local people are here. 

Mr. Jones. Any questions, Mr. Thornberry ! 

General Sreman. The Chief of Engineers has spoken about improve- 
ment of the national water policy with the possibility of improving 
domestic and industrial water supply to the Nation—— 

Mr. Jones. Is it your recommendation, along with the recommenda- 
tions the committee has already received from principals in the a 
of Engineers, that another economic evaluation be authorized to take 
into consideration the development of reservoir capacity for industrial 
and domestic use of water? 

General Sreman. Yes,sir. This is the foremost area in the country 
in conservation, a subject of great concern to the Southwest. 

Mr. Jongs. I know, as a committee of public works, we have had 
considerable testimony from projects in Texas asking us to increase 
_ the authorization to the extent of including water for domestic pur- 
poses, and under the existing law the Corps of Engineers would not 
have the authority to provide a storage space in these projects without 
local participation. 

General Seeman. Right. 

Mr. Jones. You are advocating that this be corrected by permit- 
ting construction of projects that would take into account and er 
economic evaluation to the storage capacity for domestic and indus- 
trial uses? 

General Sreman. Yes, sir. The purpose heretofore for usage has 
been industrial, and our projects cetded local operators to lay the cash 
on the line. 

Mr. Jonrs. There is no immediate problem here, as local commis- 
sions already have distribution systems for present needs for water, 
but in other projects that lie outside of the immediate effort the Corps 
wants the authority to develop water supply for future needs, in the 
event there is downstream potential or potential use in the immediate 
area of the reservoirs, is that right? 

General Seeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. Any questions? 

Thank you, General Seeman. 

We will hear from Mr. Templeton, president, Texas Power Reserve. 


STATEMENT OF BEN TEMPLETON, MANAGER, ERATH COUNTY 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, STEPHENVILLE, TEX. 


Mr. Tempteton. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to be here. 

Mr. Jonzs. Glad to have you, Mr. Templeton. 

Mr. Tempteton. My name is Ben Templeton. I am manager of 
Erath County Electric Cooperative located at Stephenville, Tex. I 
am president of the board of directors of Texas Electric Cooperative 
Association of the State of Texas. 

Our cooperative, the one which I represent as manager, serves about 
5,500 people in some 9 or 10 counties. I represent a group of 76 co- 
operatives, who have in their distribution, or serve in their distribu- 
tion systems, some 316,000 members. 
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I would like to help Mr. Mitchell out of a bad spot of being second 
in irrigation. We want to come back to first place in electric distri- 
bution in Texas over California. vitd 

Our group has made some study of the Hoover Commission report 
and are interested in some of the effects it would have and want to 
register with you our objections, particularly so with respect to the 
Federal power policy, and the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission recommending increased charges for the money borrowed by 
the electric cooperatives for the services rendered to their people. 

We have quite a lot of details on the economics of the electric coop- 
eratives, and I think it will be of interest to you people. These will 
be given by another witness who is here today, to show you very clearly 
our contention that, if the recommendations of this Commission, the 
Hoover Commission, are put into effect, it will very seriously damage, 
I might say undermine, the foundations of the electric cooperatives, 
particularly in our area, and I am sure all over the Nation. 

We, having been constructing on money that is borrowed and hav- 
ing made our start on the basis of a certain interest rate being avail- 
able, would have to come back and revamp all of our financial struc- 
tures, if this Commission—if this report is put into effect or the rec- 
ommendations are put into effect. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Templeton, how would you reconstruct the financial 
arrangements ? 

Mr. Temrteton. In particular, I would say to the point that, when 
you double or add a percentage of interest to the cost of anything 
you use for your construction, even though you are paying it back, 
principal plus interest, you have to put into your operating cost that 
increase in interest, in your operating charges. 

Mr. Jones. And, then, if you were prohibited from building thermal 
plants and the bus-bar arrangement would become effective and the 
preference clause eliminated, how would you continue to function, if 
you were cut off under that arrangement ? 

Mr. Tempieron. Congressman, the cost of that, in getting electricity 
to the cooperative, the cost is so excessive, it would not be feasible, 
on the basis of taking revenue, especially. 

Mr. Jones. Would it sap the loan the REA has already made to 
your cooperative ¢ 

Mr. Trempteron. Definitely. If put into effect, the loan as made 
by the Government to our cooperative would not be a feasible loan 
any further. I doubt seriously it would be in operation too long a 
period. 

Mr. Jones. That would be the effect on your cooperative. Do you 
think it would have a similar effect on other cooperatives operating 
in the State of Texas ? 

Mr. Tempteron. I think it would affect all of them. 

Mr. Jones. What is the average equity you have developed in your 
cooperatives in Texas, do you know ? : 

Mr. Tempreron. I would say—by that do you mean how much has 
been paid back to the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tempieton. I would hesitate to say. I have not run any caleu- 
Jations, but I would say around 2 or 21% percent. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think you could borrow money with that amount 
of equity developed, with these companies in the open money market ? 
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Mr. Tempteron. In the open market, for the State of Texas I say 
you would be expected to have at least a 40-percent equity in the 
particular unit. 

Mr. Jones. Before you could get a reasonable rate of interest-—— 

Mr. Tempteton. That is ght. 

Mr. Jones. You do have to have 40- or 50-percent equity in the 
company ? 

r. Tempcteton. That is standard. 

Mr. Jones. With 2 or 3 percent, if you would have to borrow money 
on the open money market, you would not only have a high interest 
rate but would also have lender participation in the management of 
your affairs, would you not? 

Mr. Tempteron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. So then, if you were to cease borrowing the money from 
the Federal Government, you would have to go in the open market; 
therefore, the authority now vested in you would be in the hands of 
the lender? 

Mr. Tempteton. Very definitely so. In other words, it isn’t the 
practice of the commercial lenders to take a mortgage on any prop- 
erties and use the property as 100 percent of the base of the mortgage. 
In other words, the mortgage is normally on the equity you have, plus 
the money they have loaned you. 

Mr. Jones. Actually, it would be in a state of receivership, the 
cooperative, until such time as you paid enough equity to regain the 
management of the cooperative? 

Mr. Temeteron. That is right. At the time of the authorization of 
rural electric loans, which is termed rural electrification, I would like 
to bring this to your attention. In some States I believe you had in 
urban areas as much as 10 percent of the load base were served by 
electric utilities companies. I don’t have any quarrel to pick with 
them on that score. Our particular area is thinly populated. We 
are aware of that. In Texas 2.6 percent of the farms were served by 
central station electric service. 

And, as we all know, we advertised this demand, this necessity, 
rather, which is an aspect of the organization of cooperatives by 
farmers and ranchers. It has quickly spread throughout the States, 
and we have brought electricity, according to the latest figure of REA, 
to 9 out of 10 of our people. You have probably heard in your work 
here that the electric-service problem has been taken care of, there 
isn’t any more need for rural electric loans, but it is only this year that 
electricity service was first extended to Hudspeth County in our State, 
in the far west Texas area. And it now remains for electric coopera- 
tives to continue serving isolated cases even in all areas. Nine out of 
10 does not mean everybody has available electric service. 

We are extremely interested in the Federal power policy from the 
standpoint of being able to purchase power from multipurpose dams, 
and not only that, but we do feel that power should be firmed up, or 
we should be allowed to firm it up; if no other way, through loans, for 
the purpose of building generating plants. 

Mr. Jones. If the recommendations of the Hoover Commission on 
power would become effective, do you think you would have authority 
to make loans, like for the purpose of providing generating capacity 
for the utility ? 
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Mr. Tempteron. I am afraid, if you were to take it out of the Fed- 
eral loan program, I doubt seriously if you could manage to get any- 
body interested in lending you money for those purposes. But this 

ooint I would like to make: By being able to firm the power generated 
by multipurpose dams, it makes available more power in conjunction 
with that dam’s power. 

Mr. Jones. I appreciate that fact, but the Hoover Commission’s 
recommendations provide no Government agency, so, therefore, if a 
Government agency were not provided for the purpose of building 
thermal plants, it is not likely they would make a loan for that? 

Mr. Tempteron. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. In addition, for the components of hydraulic projects 
it has been recommended, according to recommendation No. 15, that 
the power would be offered for sale to the so-called private utilities, 
the Government to operate the dams; and, if that is not successful, 
then recommendation (b) of recommendation 15: 

If such capital be not available, the power should be offered for sale to private 
utilities, States, or municipalities and cooperatives prior to construction, on 
terms that will protect the Federal interest. 

Do you think REA is in such financial condition as to enter into 
firm contracts prior to construction ? 

Mr. Tempteton. What contracts? 

Mr. Jones. Contracts with the Government prior to construction of 
this peepee. 

r. Tempteton. That particular condition exists in the State of 
Texas at the present time, where the claim to proprietorship goes back 
to the Government, where the cooperatives have a contract for the 
output, with an opportunity for better use of the power out of the 
Possum Kingdom project, which is operated by the Brazos River 
cooperative under SPA and contracts made through SPA. In order 
to get the maximum amount out of those dams, they are tied in with 
the transmission, electrical transmission system of that particular co- 
operative, which gives you better use of that power and gives the 
Government better return on that investment and does assure you a 
return on that investment at an equitable price. Was that what your 
question was? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; you understood it. 

Mr. Temrtetron. Along those particular lines, I would like to bring 
to your attention, at the present time we in our area are selling retail 
power, and prior to the contracts that were made to pick up at the 
bus bar at Possum Kingdom, they were paying around 114 cents for 
wholesale power. At the present time the cooperatives in considera- 
tion of the power companies being able to purchase the power at that 
price, can afford to deliver power to our members at a price that was 
originally wholesale. In the cooperative that I represent, I sell power 
for 114 cents. We are nonprofit, of course. That particular current 
is probably right at cost of purchase plus delivery, which is about what 
it takes to make it available to low-income people. 

In our area the farmers are about the lowest income people you can 
find anywhere, and right now any penalty attached to anything might 
and will make it almost impossible for him. 

We think in our State, in fact we know, in our State there is quite 
a lot of power potential from the northern part of the State clear 
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down the Rio Grande; and for the reasons I have given you and 
for some better reasons my people will give, we feel this program 
should continue to be operated by the Federal Government in the 
interest of and for the people who own it. 

I think that is about all. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any questions, Mr. Thornberry ? 

Mr. THornserry. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Templeton. 

Mr. Temptetron. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jones. We will now hear from Mr. John Royal, president of 
the Texas Association of Soil Conservation Districts’ Supervisors. 

Mr. Royal, we are glad to have you. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN ROYAL, ASSOCIATION OF TEXAS SOIL CON- 
SERVATION DISTRICTS’ SUPERVISORS, TEMPLE, TEX. 


Mr. Rorau. Gentlemen, my name is John Royal. 

I am a rancher near Menard, Tex., and a supervisor of the Menard 
County Soil Conservation District. 

I am also the president of the Association of Texas Soil Conserva- 
tion Districts’ Supervisors, which is made up of 860 supervisors of 
172 soil-conservation districts in Texas, which have some 170,000 
farmer-rancher district cooperators. 

Our 172 soil conservation districts include 97 percent of the land 
area of this State. 

We are appearing before your committee because of our great inter- 
est and belie? in watershed protection and flood-prevention work. We 
are deeply concerned over recommendation No. 6 of the June 1955 
Report to the Congress on Water Resources and Power by the Com- 
mission on Reorganization of the Executive Branch of the Govern- 
ment. This recommendation says, “That the construction of head- 
water dams in the flood-control program in the Soil Conservation 
Service be transferred to the Corps of. Engineers. 

I want to first give you a brief summary of information on up- 
stream flood-prevention work in Texas. With this background infor- 
mation, I believe that you can then better understand the reasons for 
our deep concern about this recommendation No. 6 and how we would 
be adversely affected if it were put into effect. 

Upstream flood-prevention work in Texas is being carried on 
under three different authorizations. The upper Trinity and middle 
Colorado watersheds are 2 of the 11 “authorized watersheds” in the 
United States under which upstream flood-prevention work is — 
carried out under provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1936 an 
their authorizations of 1944. 

One hundred and one floodwater-retarding structures have been 
constructed or are under construction in the upper Trinity and 18 
in the middle Colorado at the present time. 

In 1953 the Congress appropriated funds for the so-called pilot 
watersheds, of which we have four in Texas. As of this date 24 struc- 
tures have been constructed or are under construction in these 4 pilot 
watersheds. 

Thousands of farmers, ranchers, and city people as well have seen 
1 or more of these detention structures in operation in these 4 pilot 
and 2 authorized watersheds. As a result of what they have seen 
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or learned of the benefits of upstream flood-prevention work in these 
watersheds, farmers, ranchers, and many city people were eager for 
passage of Public Law 566. 

Under provisions of Public Law 566 applications have been received 
from local people for Federal assistance in flood prevention on 94 
watersheds. Preliminary surveys indicate that benefits to be derived 
from a watershed protection and flood-prevention program would 
exceed the costs on 44 of these watersheds. 

The cost-benefit ratio was found to be unfavorable on 22 water- 
sheds. Preliminary surveys are yet to be made on the remaining 
28 watersheds. 

You know, of course, that no construction work has been started 
on any of these watersheds since no appropriations have yet been made 
for them. 

The primary reason for this high interest in upstream flood-pre- 
vention work in Texas is based on the fact that this work has proved 
its merits and benefits under severe rainstorm tests. Many people 
saw or-heard of the value of this work durmg these heavy rainstorms 
and they want the benefit of a similar program in their watersheds. 
As part of our testimony we are attaching a July 1955 copy of our 
Soil and Water magazine which contains on pages 6 and 7 a brief 
story on the beneficial results of this work. 

We are sure that your committee knows that upstream or water- 
shed protection and flood-preventinn works of improvement consist 
primarily of conservation treatment of the land and construction 
of detention reservoirs. Of these two phases we believe land treat- 
ment to be more important. However, land treatment and construc- 
tion phases complement and supplement each other. Each is affected 
by the other and they are interdependent. 

The primary part of Federal assistance on land treatment and 
construction cals in the upstream flood-prevention program. is re- 
ceived from the United States Department of Agriculture through 
the Soil Conservation Service. Both land treatment and construction 
is progressing rapidly, as funds and facilities permit. These pro- 
grams started slowly but they are now working successfully. Farmers 
and ranchers understand what the program is, are willing to share 
a reasonable portion of the costs and have full confidence in the ability 
of the Department of Agriculture and Soil Conservation Service in 
the assistance they are giving. 

Under this present program our soil conservation districts, farmers 
and ranchers and other landowners work with the representatives 
from only one agency. Under this arrangement the land treatment 
and construction phases of the program can be and are coordinated. 
Present methods of operations have been tested and found to be 
successful. Since no Federal purchase of land is possible under 
these programs, and because we are without funds for purchases, 
it is necessary for landowners to voluntarily give easements and rights- 
of-way without charge. People will not give their land for these 
purposes unless and until they have full confidence in the program 
and in the people with whom they are working. 

Our to-date experience on this work has proved the competence of 
personnel of the Soil Conservation Service in their work with farmers, 
ranchers, and other landowners on land treatment and construction 
of detention dams. These men know both the land treatment and 
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construction phases of this work and have the confidence of farmers 
and ranchers whom they assist. ‘These personnel are responsible to 
only one agency. ‘T’o divide these responsibilities would be poor 
administration that. would result in a lack of coordination, less effi- 
ciency and greater costs. 

We have a respect and regard for the Corps of Engineers in their 
resent field of flood-control work. They have proved themselves 
nighly competent in this field. We believe, however, that it would 
be unwise to delegate to them responsibilities in upstream flood- 
revention work. ‘They make no claim of being experienced or trained 
in dealing with farmers or ranchers. Nor do they know the problems 

involved in working with these groups in land treatment or in co- 
ordinating this phase with that of construction. To give them re- 
sponsibilities for construction phases of the watershed protection and 

ood-prevention program would result in overlapping and duplica- 
tion of efforts. Such duplication and overlapping could not be pre- 
vented if we have representatives of 2 different agencies working with 
the same groups of farmers; ranchers, and landowners on 2 phases 
of this work that are as interdependent and complementary as that 
of land treatment and construction of detention dams. 

That the Soil Conservation Service and the Corps of Engineers 
can work together cooperatively in their present responsibilities is 
demonstrated by their joint survey report and exchange of informa- 
tion in the Chambers Creek watershed. We look forward to and 
hope for a continuation and further improvement of this cooperative 
work. 

In view of the foregoing information, I am sure that your com- 
mittee can well understand and appreciate our reasons for believing 
and stating that Federal assistance on upstream flood-prevention work 
should continue from the Department of Agriculture and its Soil 
Conservation Service, without any delegation of responsibilities for 
construction work to the Corps of Engineers or any other agency. 
We are strongly opposed to any and all efforts that would change our 
present and very successful working arrangement with the United 
States Department of Agriculture and its Soil Conservation Service. 
And, we believe that this committee can see the wisdom of our oppo- 
sition to the recommendation of the Commission on Organization 
of the Executive Branch of the Government, that the construction 
of headwater dams in the flood-control program in the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service be transferred to the Corps of Engineers. 

We appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your committee 
and thank you for your consideration of our testimony. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Royal, Mr. Lipscomb has a question. 

Mr. Lirscoms. What size are these water-retarding structures? 

Mr. Roya. Most of them are within the structural dimensions, the 
base—I think they run from about around 90 feet for the highest. 

A Voice. I don’t believe that. The highest is about 35 feet. 

Mr. Roya. They are not water-holding. They do have a small 
sediment pour. As far as acre-feet, they do not exceed the Texas law, 
which is 200 acre-feet. There is a drawdown to hold them up and 
allow that water to run out so it does not flood the land below. 

Mr. Jones. But you have authority under Public Law 566 to draw 
5,000 acre-feet 
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Mr. Royrau. That is right. But we have that law in Texas, unless 
we have a permit from the State board of water engineers. 

Mr. Jones. Will the State board of engineers give you authority 
to construct them larger ? 

Mr. Roya. I don’t believe they have. 

Mr. Jones. If the State insists on its position, how are you going 
to develop the authorizations on the Brazos River? There are some 
560 dams authorized on the Brazos River alone, to be constructed 
through SCS. 

Mr. Roya. All those, if they get their permit from the board of 
water engineers—that would have to come through the people getting 
a permit first. 

Mr. Jones. Are you apprehensive that the State board would not 
give this permit ? 

Mr. Roya. Well, I don’t know. In most of the programs here 
we have had so far, they have not exceeded that amount. Some that 
were built earlier, they did have authority to do so, to exceed that, 
but these others—I doubt seriously, as I understand the rogram now, 
and I believe I do, if there is any that exceeds that. I don’t know of 
any that exceeds it. 

r. Jonss. It is’nt a very practical question because you don’t 
expect to build any to exceed that ? 

Mr. Royau. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Royal, if recommendation No. 6 of the Hoover 
Commission becomes effective, what effect would it have on Public 
Law 566, in your opinion ? 

Mr. Royat. I think there, the main thing, it would have to be 
referred to the local people, they would have to put up part of this 
money. As far as I ee in a lot of these big dams, it isn’t a part 
of the local situation, like you have here. 

Mr. Jones. I understand that. But what effect would the Hoover 
Commission recommendation No. 6 have on Public Law No. 566? 

Mr. Royrat. I don’t think you would get very far with the program. 

Mr. Jones. You think the program would then be in jeopardy ? 

Mr. Roya. That is right. These retention dams and the carrying 
on of the conservation program on land are so closely tied together, 
you can’t separate them. That is what we believe, our people on the 

and and the people in the territory where these have been built. 

Mr. Jones. Are you fearful it would divorce the agricultural pro- 
gram being practiced by the farmers and SCS, and that that rela- 
tionship would not continue to exist between the farms and the Corps 
of Engineers ? 

Mr. Roya. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. And in that case, it violates the objectives of Public 
Law 566? 

Mr. Roya. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. And will endanger the farm practices for economic de- 
velopment by the individual farmer in relation to the overall water 
conservation program in the drainage areas ? 

Mr. Royan. That is correct. e have no objection to big dams. 
We feel like they are going to be better and a great many of those 
dams, the cost may be $1 por, ual to hold the sediment up and not only 
protect the cities but protect the farmers. 
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Mr. Reuss. Did I understand you correctly to say that upstream re- 
tardation dams to be built by the Soil Conservation in Texas are in 
practice restricted to dams of 500 acre-feet and less? 

Mr. Roya. Two hundred acre-feet, because we have a law in our 
State, they have to have a permit from the State board of water en- 
gineers. They can exceed that if they get that permit first. 

Mr. Reuss. What classification dams are being built in Texas by 
the Corps of Engineers under its regular reservoir retention program? 

Mr. Royat. Well, I am just a rancher. I could not give you a 
figure on that. 

Mr. Reuss. What I am getting at: It seems to me there is a sort 
of gap. The Soil Conservation builds them up to 200 acre-feet and 
the Corps of Engineers builds them down to 5,000 acre-feet. Who 
is building them from 200 to 5,000 acre-feet ? 

Mr. Roya. The Soil Conservation Service, if they have a permit— 
see, the Federal Government has to conform with the State laws b 
getting this permit from the State board of water engineers, whic 
issues a permit for these dams. I think that was one of the reasons 
for the State law, the last law passed in Texas, so they would have 
to get a permit before they started building. 

Mr. Reuss. For practical purposes, the Soil Conservation Service 
here in Texas does bas authority to build dams up to 5,000 acre-feet, 
provided they get permission ? 

Mr. Royat. They do. 

Mr. Reuss. In building those 5,000-acre-feet-and-up reservoirs, the 
flood control dams in Texas, doesn’t the Corps of Engineers have to 
= to farmers and ranchers and work with them as a practical mat- 
ter 

Mr. Roya. They do by making easements and what comes from 
payments is in condemnation proceedings. They condemn the land 
and take it. In building soil conservation dams, you have to have a 
100-percent agreement before you can build. 

Mr. Reuss. Why should there be a difference between the dams of 
5,000 acre-feet, where they have terms less than that, in terms of 
whether the farmer or rancher gets paid by a condemnation proceed- 
ing or antes it up himself on a voluntary easement basis? What is 
the principle which puts one dam in one category and another dam in 
another category ? 

Mr. Royat. i think that could be answered best by saying the 
farmers and ranchers are not naturally in politics; it would probably 
be settled where there were more votes. If you had about 150 fellows 
going to vote for you in the country and maybe, on the other hand, 
100,000 in a city there, that would offset it, might have something—— 

Mr. Reuss. Your testimony is that you regard the problem as a 
political one, that 100 ranches don’t make enough noise to get satis- 
factory relief? 

Mr. Royau. Insofar as taking the land—I am not speaking of the 
justification, maybe, for condemning the land for that particular 
thing. But we are holding to the justification of building small ones 
to protect farmers’ and ranchers’ land, as well as the people below, 
which they, in turn, are doing. 

Mr. Reuss. If that is so, isn’t it unfair to require upstream farmers 
to ante up, when the downstream people are paid by condemnation 
or eminent domain proceedings? 
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Mr. Roya. I would think so, 

Mr. Reuss. Isn’t the effect of your testimony to say that there 
should be uniformity of treatment in all. upstream structures, large 
or small, 5,000 acre-feet or 

Mr. Royat. I don’t know 

Mr. Reuss. Less? 

Mr. Royan. You might have this, when it was something—build- 
ing a larger dam, it is a case of saving more lives down below, and 
they would have the justification of condemning that land. When- 
ever they condemn it, I don’t know of many they have ever given 
anything when they condemn it. They have the right to go to them 
and say, “Sir, you are not going to get paid one single cent.” As 
far as down below, I could not say that a cut-and-dried rule would 
be the answer. 

Mr. Reuss. Aren’t 10 dams of 500 acre-feet of capacity each as 
helpful to downstream interests as 1 dam of 5,000 acre-feet ? 

Mr.. Royau. I would say I am no engineer.. All I go on is what 
it has done for the land, what it is doing for the State of Texas, 
affected by the small dams. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Thornberry, any further questions? 

Mr. Tuornperry. No. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Royal. 

Mr. Royau. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Paul Weaver, A. & M. College? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Jones. Mr. William Brown, attorney for the Texas Electric 
Cooperatives, Inc. ? 








STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. BROWN, ATTORNEY, TEXAS ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVES, INC., AUSTIN, TEX. 


Mr. Jones. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Brown. No, sir, I don’t. I think it will be just a short 
statement. 

Mr. Jones. Proceed. 

Mr. Brown. I am William A. Brown of Austin, Tex. I am attor- 
ney for Texas Electric Cooperatives, Inc., which is a statewide 
organization of electric cooperatives. 

I believe I can state very shortly the conclusions which will follow 
some certain facts, which I am prepared to give you. 

First, I believe it can be seen that the cooperatives in Texas are 
performing successfully a very difficult economic task. 

Secondly, that service of the rural areas by commercial power com- 
panies would not be economically possible in Texas today. 

It, of course, would be possible for the commercial power companies 
to service certain selected areas, but they could not economically 
serve all the areas being served by the cooperatives today. 

Third, that the cooperatives are barely meeting their expense, be- 
cause they are continuing the task of extending service to the sparsely 
populated rural areas. 

Fourth, that the margin of operating income and expenses is so close 
that even a slight increase in cost would destroy the ability of the 
electric cooperatives to continue the services they are rendering to 
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the rural areas and would render it impossible to repay the loans to 
the Federal Government. 

Fifth, that the recommendations of the Hoover Commission would 
increase cost of operation to the point where Texas cooperatives would 
be operating in the red and could not meet their obligations to the 
Government. 

In support of those conclusions, I would like to point out to the com- 
mittee that the rural areas here are being served by electric coopera- 
tives to the extent of 88.1 percent of all the farms in Texas which are 
receiving central-station electric service. Only 2.3 percent of those 
farms were being served by commercial power companies. 

The problem is one of domestic servicing arrangements, where you 
have to build many more lines to serve a few consumers. The commer- 
cial power companies operating in Texas. have typically 33 members 
to every mile of line, whereas the cooperatives have only 2.3 members 
on an average for each mile of line. 

From each mile of line the commercial power companies receive 
$5,479 in revenue each year. Last year the electric cooperatives re- 
ceived $185 in revenue from each mile of line, in a year. 

Those figures point up the difficulty of serving sparsely populated 
rural areas. 

The electric cooperatives, as a whole, in Texas—some 78 of them— 
are operating with a total margin of income over expense of only 
$4,793,000 a year. 

Those cooperatives have loans from REA of $157,430,000. The prin- 
cipal payments on the loans on an average amount to $4,500,000 a year, 
whieh leaves, after deducting the payments from the principal amount 
of operating revenue above expense each year, a margin of only 
$293,000 for the total of 78 electric cooperatives in Texas. 

Having shown that the total amount of loans is $157 million to the 
cooperatives in Texas, we can readily see that an increase in the inter- 
est rate on those loans of only 1 percent, which amount is more than 
$574,000 a year, and the margin of operating income over expenses, 
after principal expended by the electric co-ops, is only $293,000; so a 
1-percent increase in interest rate would put the cooperatives in the 
State of Texas $1,480,000 in the hole. 

Mr. Jones. What is your record of growth? 

Mr. Brown. I cannot answer your question except I can state, a 
cooperative effort is being made to develop loads, and that the effect 
has shown that the rate of increase is at the present rates for power 
sufficient to meet the growing obligation on the debt service charges to 
the Government. 

Schedules have been stepped up. The rate of growth is progressing 
to the point that they will be able to meet their obligations without in- 


creased rates to the Government. But the increase in the growth of 


power has been so slight that any increase in the rates charged indi- 
vidual consumers would result in probably no greater income to the 
cooperatives. 

Mr. Jones. Because of the decrease in use? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. I am not givng you a percentage figure, but 
! will undertake to provide that at a later date. 

Mr. Jonrs. I would appreciate it if you would, sir. 
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Mr. Brown. In addition, the electric cooperatives consummate in 
Texas in each year a purchase and distribution to their members of 
1,048,168,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity. 

As pointed out a moment ago, the margin of all cooperatives in 
Texas, after meeting their principal payment obligations to the Fed- 
eral Government, amounts to only $293,000 for all cooperatives in 
Texas. If there were an increase in the wholesale power cost to the 
cooperatives to as much as three-tenths of 1 mill per kilowatt-hour, 
that increase on the total number of kilowatt-hours—413,516,000 kilo- 
watt-hours—will be a figure in excess of what the cooperatives are 
operating on today. 

It is, therefore, essential to the continued success of the coopera- 
tives, in serving the rural people of Texas and in meeting their present 
loan commitments to the Federal Government, that the Federal power 
policy remain substantially as it is, without change. If there is an 
increase in the interest rate or an increase in what wholesale power 
costs, by even three-tenths of 1 mill a kilowatt-hour, it will put the 
electric cooperatives in a position of not being able to perform their 
services or meet their obligations to the Federal Government. 

We think, therefore, it is essential that the preference clause in the 
Federal power policy remain unchanged. 

Mr. Jones. On recommendation No. 11—do you have that before 
you? It is found on page 113. 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir, I believe I have. 

Mr. Jones. That private utilities be permitted to purchase their 
fair share of Federal power. Would the right to purchase 42 percent 
of the total power generated by Federal projects be fair and equitable, 
so far as private utilities are concerned, do you think? 

Mr. Brown. I cannot deal with that problem on a matter of per- 
centages. I can state I think the cooperatives are getting the power 
needed in Texas from the dams. 

Mr. Jones. Will you attempt to answer? 

Mr. Brown. I am recommending and feel that the power coming 
from a dam, that the power from that being sold to the commercial 
power companies, the electric cooperatives need that power. But in 
undertaking to make arrangements to purchase it, we do not have 
transmission facilities to get it distributed. I understand the con- 
tracts have been extended from period to period, with the commercial 
power companies in the area. When we undertake to negotiate with 
the commercial power companies for a contract for delivery of that 
power with the transmission lines of the commercial power companies, 
we are told it will cost as much as the cost to buy directly from the 
power companies, power which they produce, generate. 

Mr. Jones. For that reason, the power companies are able to main- 
tain a block of the power quiienatba ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Have there been attempts on the part of the power 
companies to obtain loans for the purpose of constructing transmis- 
sion lines? 

Mr. Brown. I understand there has. I cannot answer your question 
specifically. 
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Mr. Jones. Has there been an effort on the part of the cooperatives 
to obtain appropriations for the purpose of constructing lines to pref- 
erence consumers ? 

Mr. Brown. Most of the work has been carried—most of the effort 
has been carried on through SPA in an attempt to make arrangements 
to get those lines constructed and the power distributed to the con- 
sumers. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Brown, do you know the date which power was first 
turned on at the bus bar at Falcon Dam? 

Mr. Brown. No; I do not. 

Mr. Jonrs. Do you know when the private utilities in that area con- 
structed transmission lines to the Falcon Dam? 

Mr. Brown. No, sir; I do not. 

Mr. Jones. Will you supply that for the record ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Recommendation No. (6) of recommendation No. 11, 
“That no further building of transmission lines be undertaken where 
such transmission service can be provided by non-Federal agencies” : 
In the discussions you have had and your recommendations, were the 
rates to be paid by these preference customers given consideration in 
reaching that conclusion ? 

Mr. Brown. It doesn’t make any difference who owns and operates 
the line so long as the rates are such we can operate and serve our 
members. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think it would be to the interest of the Govern- 
ment in the sale of that power to be prohibited from building trans- 
mission lines to the consumers where the retailer waiting to purchase 
from the company building the transmission line would have to sell at 
such rates as not to pay the Government on its investment? 

Mr. Brown. I would not, for this reason. To have a commodity 
and no means of getting it marketed is to have a commodity of doubt- 
ful and unprofitable value. 

Mr. Jones. You do not subscribe to the theory that the best way to 
handle it is to make such an arrangement as to preclude preference 
cumemnern, so by default the private utilities are able to take the 

ower ? 
Mr. Brown. I do not believe that would be sound. 

Mr. Jones. It would defeat the preference act in all relationships 
that provide for the sale and distribution of power? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

We have made a study of the wholesale power rates in Texas, and 
this study was made, I believe, in 1952 and is being brought up to date 
at the present time. This was to show the effect in the construction of 
generating and transmission facilities by commercial power company 
and an attempt to construct or organize our generating and trans- 
mission facilities on the wholesale power rates in Texas; and we found 
there was a remarkable coincidence between the reduction in the whole- 
sale power rates from the commercial power companies and attempts 
to organize our generating and transmission facilities. __ 

I would like to offer this document for your consideration. 

(The document follows :) 
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Stupy or Power RATES IN TEexAs 


*8,000,000 in savings in 12 years... 


is the history of the right of 
Generation and Transmission 


for Texas rural electric cooperatives 
and Texas farmers and ranchers 







“The administrator is authorized * * * to make loans * * * for 
the purpose of financing the construction and operation of generat- 
ing plants, electric transmission and distribution lines * * * for 
the furnishing of electric energy to persons in rural areas who are 
not receiving central station electric service * * *.” (Rural Electri- 
fication Act, 1936.) 


FOREW ORD 


The right of the rural electric cooperatives to own their own generating and 
transmission facilities, as provided for in the Rural Electrification Act, has been 
time and again challenged and attacked by utility-company propagandists, and 
questioned by many who do not know the background of the issue. We think 
it is a sound policy which has meant many millions of dollars in rightfully 
deserved savings to the rural people of this Nation, giving them the opportunity 
to make more economical use of electricity, helping to equalize the rural standard 
of living with that of the city, and increasing agricultural production. 

The facts presented in this brochure are assembled here for the first time. 
They prove this right to generate and transmit electricity to be the key to the 
success of Texas’ rural electric cooperatives. As impressive as the past story 
is, however, the increasing use of electricity on the farm makes the vigorous 
continuation of this policy even more vital to the future. 


THIS BROCHURE 


This brochure was prepared to substantiate the fact that generation and trans- 
mission rights for the cooperatives can and do pay off on a strictly cash basis. 
We have not attempted to cover the whole subject of wholesale power, even 
though there are other very substantial arguments in favor of generation loans. 

One of these is the question of adequate supply of wholesale power, entirely 
apart from price consideration. 
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In many cases where generation and transmission cooperatives were organized, 
this has in fact been the predominant consideration. 

There are still instances of inadequate supply and poor voltage regulation 
suffered by some of the cooperatives in Texas, and proof of this statement can 
be furnished. 

If these conditions should become worse, the cooperatives could, as the policy 
now stands, turn to a generation cooperative as the answer. 

Without this alternative, there might not be any solution. 

A real member-relations problem is involved here. With bad wholesale service, 
no cooperative can pass on good service to its members. 

Another factor which has influenced wholesale rates is the so-called preference 
clause of the Flood Control Act of 1944, which gives cooperatives and municipali- 
ties first choice on power produced at Federal projects. This has been a great 
equalizing factor in giving cooperatives an opportunity to obtain wholesale 
power at a price they can afford. 
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i The passage of the Rural Electrification Act in 1936 found rural Texans anxious 

to make up for lost time in gaining the benefits of electricity long denied them. 
The first Texas cooperative organization was the Bartlett Dlectric Cooperative 
at Bartlett, Tex., the same year the act was passed. 

At that time, only 2.3 percent of the farms in Texas had electric service. 
(And only 3.1 percent nationwide. ) 

By the end of 1940, there were 52 electric cooperatives in Texas, and at the 
present time there are 77 cooperatives serving almost 300,000 rural families.’ 


1 All statistics in this brochure are taken from the Annual Statistical Report, and 
cane a of Energy Purchased by REA Borrowers, REA, USDA, except where other- 
wise noted. 
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In addition to these, the power companies are serving approximately 160,000 
rural homes and farms.’ Almost 10 percent of the entire rural electrification 
program is encompassed within the borders of Texas. At the end of 1952, the 
Rural Electrification Administration had loaned a total of $199,443,157 to Texas 
cooperatives, compared to the national total of $2,652,643,740. 

The average monthly use of electricity on Texas farms has multiplied many 
times over during the past few years. A real “electric” revolution has taken 
place on Texas farms as a result of the rural electrification program. 

Historically, utility companies have operated as monopolies. It took the 
Rural Electrification Act of 1936 to shock them into a recognition of their public 
responsibilities where rural electric service was concerned. It has taken the 
generation and transmission loan clause of this same act to keep them conscious 
of these responsibilities. 

As the only source of wholesale power, the utility companies would put the 
cooperatives in the position of existing at their pleasure. 

The only brake and bargaining power held by the cooperatives is the right to 
borrow money from Rural Electrification Administration to generate and trans- 
mit their own power, under the restrictions of REA policy. 

This authority has been used conservatively and sparingly by the RHA, and 
only those generating plants which were justified and necessary beyond any 
doubt have been built by the cooperatives. 

Farmers were completely new to the electric utility business in the late 1930's 
when most of the cooperatives in Texas got underway. They concentrated on 
the distribution of electricity to their farms and had no desire to go into the 
generation and transmission field, where the utility companies were already 
established. 

Even so, they were not long in realizing that the cost of wholesale power was 
unreasonably high. Just as those who framed the Rural Electrification Act saw 
that the right to generate and transmit their own power was the only safeguard 
to guarantee for cooperatives adequate wholesale power at reasonable rates, so 
were the cooperatives of Texas forced to turn to this alternative. 

It was not a hasty move, and was not taken in an atmosphere of emotional 
feeling against the utility companies. As a matter of fact, of the 52 cooperatives 
in operation in Texas at the end of 1940, 41 were buying all their power and 3 
others were buying some power from the companies. The remaining 8 were 
buying their power from municipalities and State agencies. 

Two events in 1940-41 worked hand in hand to start drastic changes in the 
wholesale power rates of the utility companies. In 1940 a group of electric 
cooperatives in east Texas organized the Farmers Electric Generating Coopera- 
tive, the first generating and transmission cooperative in Texas; and a group 
of north and central Texas cooperatives which had organized the Brazos Electric 
Power Cooperative received the first REA generation and transmission loan in 
the State and immediately began construction. 

The reaction of the utility companies to the organization of the farmers co- 
operative was to request a joint meeting with all the cooperatives in the State 
for discussion of wholesale power rates, and subsequently a committee from the 
cooperatives was appointed to carry on rate negotiations. 

When the Brazos Cooperative showed that the cooperatives meant business 
by going ahead with their construction, widespread rate reductions were forth- 
coming. 

The Brazos Cooperative has thus for 12 years been a stern reminder to the 
utility companies in other areas of the State that when the cooperatives say 
they will build their own facilities for generation and transmission if necessary 
to get fair treatment, they mean that they will do just that. 

This in turn illustrates another point of great significance : The right to borrow 
from REA for generating and transmission loan purposes must be backed up 
by available REA loan funds to be really effective, as it was in the case of the 
Brazos Cooperative. 

Seven utility companies furnish most of the wholesale power used by the 
electric cooperatives in Texas. They are Southwestern Gas & Electric, Texas 
Power & Light, Gulf States Utilities, Central Power & Light, Texas Blectric 
Service, West Texas Utilities, and Southwestern Public Service. 

Cooperative generating plants have been planned in the areas of six of these 
companies. In every case except one, the power company has simultaneously 


2The 1950 edition of Statistics of BPlectric Utilities in the United States, FPC, listed 
13 companies operating in Texas, serving 158,496 consumers classified as rural. 
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been able to find some new “efficiencies” of operation to permit reduction of 
wholesale rates. These reductions have been enough to block the planned gen- 
eration plants. 

Thus the utility companies have effectively halted plans for generation and 
transmission cooperatives through reductions in their wholesale rates. But 
only so long as the cooperatives have the right to resume these plans will they 
be able to hold the line against unfair wholesale power costs. Without that 
right they would now be at the mercy of the utility companies, and would be pay- 
ing almost twice as much for power. 

Just how closely the right of the cooperatives to build these generating plants 
and the wholesale rates of the utility companies are tied together we intend to 
illustrate in the remaining pages of this brochure. 

While seven generation and transmission cooperatives have been formed by 
the electric cooperatives of Texas, only one has actually been built and gone 
into operation. The right alone, however, to form these cooperatives (with the 
authority of the Rural Electrification Administration to make loans for such 
purposes) has had a definite and direct effect on the wholesale power rates of 
the utility companies of Texas. 

This fact is clearly illustrated by a comparison of the wholesale rates which 
prevailed in 1940, before the first generating cooperative in Texas was organized, 
and the wholesale rates in 1952. Further, in almost every case, rate reductions 
during this period coincide exactly with the organization or further activity of a 
generating cooperative. 

On the pages following there is a graphic presentation of these savings made 
by the cooperatives in each utility area, and illustration of the direct influence 
of the generation and transmission cooperatives. 

Serious consideration was given all factors in the preparation of these graphs, 
and we believe they present a conservative estimate of the savings picture. 

There has been little change in wholesale power rates except when a group of 
cooperatives was planning a generation and transmission cooperative, and rate 
reductions, we therefore conclude, are the result of this activity. 

Generation and transmission rights had little if any effect on wholesale pow er 
rates in Texas until 1940, that being the year the first one was formed, and there 
were no major rate changes previous to that time. 

In 1940, the first generation and transmission cooperative was organized in 
Texas, and the effect on wholesale power rates was immediate and was effective 
in practically every area of the State. 

The rate of decrease in wholesale power rates is directly related to the inci- 
dence of generation and transmission cooperatives, and each utility area presents 
a different picture of rate reduction; therefore, the estimated savings to the 
electric cooperatives are separately calculated on a basis of the area served by 
each of the utility companies. 

Only 6 of the 7 utility companies who sell wholesale power to the rural electric 
cooperatives * have had generation and transmission cooperatives within their 
areas, and therefore only these six are included in our statistics.* 

Ten electric cooperatives have bought all or most of their wholesale power from 
the Lower Colorado River Authority, a State agency, and it is not felt that the 
cooperatives’ right to generate and transmit power has any appreciable effect 
on the wholesale rates of the Lower Colorado River Authority, therefore none 
of these 10 cooperatives are included in the estimated savings. Neither are the 
Hunt-Collin Electric Cooperative at Greenville, Tex., which has been served by 
the city of Greenville, nor the rural electric division of the city of Bryan, an 
REA borrower which buys from the city of Bryan.° 

In 1952, the electric cooperatives purchased more than 10 times as many 
kilowatt-hours from the utility companies than they did in the year of 1940. 
With 1940, or subsequent power contracts held in continuous effect over the 
years 1941-52, there would have been some saving to the cooperatives as a result 
of the increased use of power and better load factor, even without an actual 
change in rate structure. From the trend established in such periods, as shown 
on the graphs especially of the Southwestern Gas & Electric Co., the West Texas 
Utilities Co., and the Central Power & Light Co., we have estimated the amount 


®One other utility company, the Southwestern Electric Service Co., serves only one 
cooperative. The savings figures for this cooperative are included only in the general 
summary 

4 See appendlx, table 1, for graph and résumé of wholesale power rates of the seventh 
company, Gulf States Utilities Co. 

5 See appendix, table 2, for graph and résumé of wholesale power rates of LSCRA. 








2962 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


of decrease which would yearly have been effected by the cooperatives through 
the increased use of wholesale power, and have given this consideration full 
weight in our graphs. Therefore, the amount of saving is calculated in the area 
between the current rate each year as compared with what the current rate 
would have been with a normal rate of decrease due to increased use of power 
and better load factor. 

No weight whatever has been given to increased efficiency of generation and 
transmission, since it is strongly felt that increased efficiencies in this respect 
have at least been offset by increase in fuel and labor costs, and in other com- 
ponents of the basic cost of generation. Thus it is felt that at best increased 
efficiency and increased basic costs would offset each other for the period of 
1940-52, and considering no other factors, the wholesale rate today would be 
about the same as in 1940. 


SOUTHWESTERN GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY CUSTOMERS 
— Five cooperatives originally bought all or most of their power 
from Southwestern Gas and Electric Company, and are included 
in these statistics. A sixth cooperative later became a principal 
customer and enters the statistics at that time. Some of these six 
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Six electric cooperatives buy all or most of their wholesale power from the 
Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. Some of these cooperatives were among those 
who in 1940 formed the Farmers Electric Generating Cooperative. At that time, 
their contracts with the Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. carried a minimum 
charge of 12 mills per kilowatt-hour, and their average cost of wholesale power 
was 12.9 per kilowatt-hour. 

The announcement of the REA loan to the Farmers Electric Generating 
Cooperative brought an immediate reaction from the Southwestern Gas & 
Electric Co. Rates were lowered in 1941, and for the full year of 1942, the 
average rate was 8.7 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

There was no further activity at that time on the part of the Farmers Dlectric 
Generating Cooperative, due to the reduced rates and also World War II. 
Neither was there any further change in basic wholesale power rates of the 
Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. 

In 1947, the Farmers Electric Generating Cooperative again took up their 
plans for a generating plant. Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. again responded 
with a rate reduction, retroactive to 1945. The average cost to the cooperative 
customers of this company has been approximately 6 mills per kilowatt-hour 
since that time. The rate reductions granted by the Southwestern Gas & Electric 
Co. since 1940 as a result of the Farmers Electric Generating Cooperative have 
meant a saving of $1,629,321 to the cooperatives in the group. 

With the acceptance by the cooperatives of the last rate reduction, the assets 
of the Farmers Electric Generating Cooperative were sold to the Southwestern 
Gas & Electric Co., when the cooperative saw that it could not, at that time, 
produce the power as cheaply as it was offered by the company. 
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TEXAS POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY CUSTOMERS 


—ighteen cooperatives originally in this group and used 
y in these statistics. Three still served wholly by Texas 
Power and Light Company, remainder by Brazos 
Electric Power Cooperative and Southwestern 
Power Administration. 


13 


iF First Cooperative Generating Activity in Texas: 
Organization of Farmers Electric 
Generating Cooperative. 
Construction begun on 
Brazos Electric Power Cooperative. 
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Highteen electric cooperatives in 1940 purchased all or most of their wholesale 
power from the Texas Power & Light Co. Only 8 still buy 100 percent of 
their power from this source, the others now being served by the Brazos Electric 
Power Cooperative and the Southwestern Power Administration. 

When the cooperatives first turned to plans of generation and transmission 
as the answer to their power problems in 1940, they were paying the Texas 
Power & Light Co. an average rate of 11.3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

The Brazos Electric Power Cooperative got its first REA loan in March 1941, 
and began construction immediately. The first break in rates followed. Texas 
Power & Light Co. reduced rates, and the cooperatives in this group paid an 
average of 6.19 mills per kilowatt-hour in 1942. 
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Since that time, the Brazos Cooperative has steadily built up the system 
which now serves 19 member cooperatives. Having this alternative source of 
power has resulted in a total saving to these cooperatives of $1,925,002 for the 
years 1941-52. 

Even though the Brazos Cooperative is a going concern, it must have the 
continued right to develop the system to fit the needs of these member coopera- 
tives, whose power needs are growing rapidly. 





Years 
- 40 4 4 45 6 47 5 4% 6 5! 
TEXAS ELECTRIC SERVICE COMPANY CUSTOMERS 
— Six cooperatives included in these statistics originally 
bought all or most of their power from Texas 
| Electric Service Company. Four are now served 
by Brazos Electric Power Cooperative 
First Cooperative Generating Activity in Texas: 
Organization of Farmers Electric 
v4 Generating Cooperative. 
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Six companies originally purchased all or most of their wholesale power from 
Texas Blectric Service Co. In 1940 they were paying an average of 11.8 mills 
per kilowatt-hour for wholesale power. 

The first activities of the cooperatives of the State on generation and trans- 
mission facilities brought a rate reduction from the Texas Electric Service Co. 
in 1941 which lowered the average cost of power to the cooperative customers 
of this company to 6.2 mills in 1942, Thus the cooperatives in this group have 
enjoyed one of the fairest rates in the State, without constantly being forced 
to resort to the threat of their own generation and transmission system. 

The saving to this group of cooperatives for the years 1941-52 total $579,049, 
using the 1940 rate as a basis of comparison. 
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SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY CUSTOMERS 


14 —Nine cooperatives originally bought all or most of their power 
from Southwestern Public Service Company. A tenth was added 
in 1948 and is included in subsequent statistics. One of the 
original nine is now served by the 
Brazos Electric Power Cooperative 
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Average wholesale power rates of the 9 cooperatives who were customers 
of Texas-New Mexico Utilities Co., predecessor of Southwestern Public Service 
Co., in 1940 was 10.6 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

With the formation of the Farmers Cooperative in 1940, and the actual con- 
struction of the Brazos Cooperative begun in 1941, this company realized that 
their unfair rates were about to lose them this business. A further impetus to 
this conclusion was the organization of the Hi-Plains Dlectric Generating & 
Transmission Cooperative right in their own area. 

Unlike most of the other companies, Texas-New Mexico Utilities Co. did not 
have standard contracts and rates for all its customer cooperatives. Thus the 
cooperatives got individual rate reductions at different times during the period 
1941-44, 

In 1945 activity again was started by the cooperatives on their Hi-Plains 
Generating Cooperative, which had remained idle during the war. A rate 
reduction was forthcoming. 

In 1946, a new generating plant was studied by a new organization of coopera- 
tives in the area, the Hub Electric Generation & Transmission Cooperative. 

Again a rate reduction was offered by SPSC and accepted by the cooperatives. 
Thus their average 1944 rate of 9.5 mills dropped to 7.3 mills in 1946. 

In 1949 the Hub Blectric Generation & Transmission Cooperative applied for 
an REA loan. A new rate for the group was 7 mills and in 1950 it was thus 
lowered to 6.2 mills. 

For the years 1941-52, the cooperatives served by SPSC have realized a total 
saving of $1,172,524 as a result of their right to generate their own power, even 
though they still have not built a plant. 
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WEST TEXAS UTILITIES COMPANY CUSTOMERS 


—Eleven cooperatives included in statistics. All still buy 
all or most of their power from West Texas Utilities Company. 


First Cooperative Generating Activity in Texas: 
Organization of Farmers Electric 
Generating Cooperative. 
Construction 


begun on 
Brazos Electric Power Cooperative. 


Eleven cooperatives buy all or most of their power from West Texas Utili- 
ties Co. 

The rate paid by these cooperatives in 1940 averaged 13.3 mills per kilowatt- 
hour. As a result of the organization of the first generating and transmission 
cooperatives in the State in 1940-41, a reduction was made by the West Texas 
Utilities in 1941, and the cooperatives paid an average of 10.7 mills per kilowatt- 
hour in 1942. 

The average rate stayed above 10 mills until the West Texas Generating Co- 
operative was organized in 1945. West Texas Utilities rates were lowered to 


stop this cooperative, and for the year 1947 the cooperatives paid an average of 
7.8 mills. 
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In 1949 the cooperatives in the area resumed plans for cooperative generation 
and transmission. The reaction was characteristic. When threatened, the West 
Texas Utilities came through. Another rate reduction was offered, a rate so 
low as to make the planned cooperative unfeasible. The cooperatives accepted 
the new contracts and temporarily put aside their plans for their own generation 
plant. This rate reduction brought the rate down from an average of 7.6 mills 
in 1950 to 6.1 mills in 1952. The 11 cooperatives in this group saved, for the period 
of 1941-52, a total of $992,630 in wholesale power costs as a result of their right 
to generate and transmit their own power. 
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Nine cooperatives buy all or most of their power from Central Power & Light 
Co. In 1940 this group of cooperatives was paying an average of 13 mills per 
kilowatt-hour for this power. Along with other utility companies in the State, 
Central Power & Light Co. responded to the news of generation and transmission 
cooperatives being organized in the State with immediate negotiations offering 
rate reductions to the cooperatives. 

The new rate they offered brought the average cost to this group of coopera- 
tives down to 9.8 mills in 1942. 

The South Texas Electric Cooperative, a proposed generation and transmis- 
sion cooperative, was organized in 1945. This move prompted the Central Power 
& Light Co. to give further rate reductions to all their customer cooperatives. 

In 1946 the South Texas Electric Cooperative resumed its activity and made 
engineering studies. Again rate reductions were given by Central Power & 
Light Co. 

In 1947 and 1948 the wholesale rate stayed about the same, but in 1949, when 
REA announced a loan to the South Texas Electric Cooperative, Central Power 
& Light reacted immediately with a sharp rate reduction offer. Even though it 
was obvious to the cooperatives that Central Power & Light Co. was simply re- 
sponding to temporary pressure, they signed new contracts. This new rate 
brought their wholesale power costs down from 7.1 mills in 1948 to 5.9 in 1949. 
Since that time, another generating cooperative has been formed in the Central 
Power & Light area, the Big-Tex Electric Generating Cooperative. It has been 
granted a loan by the REA, but is not yet in the construction stage. The co- 
operative buying power from Central Power & Light have saved $1,896,522 for 
the period 1941-52, comparing present rates with 1940 rates, as a result of their 
determination to generate their own power if necessary to obtain a reasonable 
wholesale power cost. 
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Thus has each area in Texas benefited from the right to effectively plan co- 
operative generation facilities, and the sum of estimated savings is an impres- 
sive figure. 

The total saving to the cooperatives, and conservatively estimated, is $8,241,271 
for the years 1941-52. 

What has this saving actually meant to the cooperatives? For one thing, it 
is the key to their financial success. In 1950, for example, the estimated savings 
were $1,321,225, and that same year the total operating margin of all the Texas 
cooperatives was $2,008,931—only a little more than the savings. 

The graph above shows the combined picture of the savings in all areas of 


the State. Great, however, as these savings are, the potential benefits in the 
future are much more important. 
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In 1952 the cooperatives purchased 785,807,175 kilowatt-hours from all sources 
at a cost of $4,587,544, with a total saving due to generation and transmission 
rights of $1,797,811. Five years from now it is estimated that the cooperatives 
will be purchasing 1,355,000,000 kilowatt-hours annually, and in 10 years the 
annual purchases are estimated at 1,750,000,000 kilowatt-hours. 

What will be the cost of this power? If the wholesale cost can be held where 
it is, the saving involved will be tremendous—several times greater than the 
$8 million estimated thus far. The wholesale cost cannot be held where it is, 
however, without the authority of REA to make generation and transmission 
loans, and the appropriations to make these loans from. 

We believe that the facts presented in these pages amply support the following 
conclusions: 

That the Rural Electrification Act has made it possible for rural people to have 
electric service, through their own cooperatives, without the Government going 
into the electric business. 

That Government loans for this purpose are being repaid on time with interest 
and will continue to be so long as the cooperatives can obtain adequate whole- 
sale power at reasonable cost. 

That the authority of REA to make loans for the building of generation and 
transmission facilities has not been abused by either the cooperatives or the REA. 

That the policy of the REA in requiring that plans for such facilities must 
‘show that they will replace an inadequate supply or be produced at a lower 
cost is a sound yardstick on which to base decisions for loans. 

That it is not always necessary (1 out of 6 in Texas) to build a generating 
plant to obtain fair treatment so long as the right exists. 

That the savings from the right to generate their own power have alone been 
almost equal to the total operating margins in the case of the Texas cooperatives. 

That with the steady increase in the use of power on the farm, the price and 
supply of wholesale power will become even more important each year, and the 
possible savings will be larger. 

That wholesale power sources are the most critical part of the rural electrifica- 
tion program, and without adequate wholesale supply at reasonable cost, the 
cooperatives cannot continue to exist. 

That without the authority of the REA to make loans for generation and trans- 
mission purposes the electric cooperatives would exist at the pleasure of the 
utility companies who control the sources of power. 

That past experience does not indicate that these utility companies would long 
suffer the continued existence of a program that they have opposed so bitterly. 

That no one, including the utility companies, has been hurt by the rural elec- 
tricfication program, or the generating and transmission cooperatives which have 


been built, while in fact the rural people of Texas alone have benefited to the 
extend of at least $8 million. 
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Since it is not definite that any generation and transmission cooperative had 
any effect on the rates of the Gulf States Utilities Co., statistics on the coopera- 
tives buying from this company are not included in the summary of savings. 

It is interesting to note that without the impetus of generation cooperative 
organization, the wholesale rates of the Gulf States Utilities Co. were slower in 
coming down to the general level than those of the other companies. The real 
break in these rates came under the influence of “preference” power becoming 
available to the cooperatives in the Gulf States Utilities Co. area through the 
Southwest Power Administration. 
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Lower Colorado River Authority Customers 
Ton Co-Ops buy all or most of their power from LCRA 


None of these are included in the statistics showing savings 
2 . from the right te gonerots power 


s 58z 
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The Lower Colorado River Authority is a State agency operating several 
hydroelectric plants and one steam generating plant. The wholesale rates of 
the Lower Colorado River Authority, which supplies 10 cooperatives while never 
as high as those of the utility companies, have nevertheless decreased since 1940. 

There are several factors involved in this decline. One is that the Lower 
Colorado River Authority sells power also to several utility companies, and has 
naturally followed the general pattern of wholesale rates for the State. An- 
other factor in this decrease in rates is the type of contact the cooperatives 
have with the Lower Colorado River Authority. 

It permits the cooperatives, through various technical consideration, to “earn” 
their rate. That is, to lower their own wholesale rate by having the kind of 
load which it is most economical for Lower Colorado River Authority to supply. 
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GENERAL AND INDIVIDUAL SUMMABIES 

Information for the graphs in this brochure was taken from the general sum- 
maries of power sales in each utility company area, as shown in the following 
charts. In each of these 6 areas, a sample calculation for 1 cooperative is in- 
cluded for illustration of what these savings mean to each individual cooperative. 

It should again be pointed out that not all of the cooperatives in each of these 
6 utility company groups are still customers of the company involved. 

Especially in the case of Texas Power & Light Co., many of its former cus- 
tomers are now members of the Brazos Electric Power Cooperative. All of the 
original customers of Texas Power & Light Co. are, however, included in the 
savings statistics, since without their own power source, all of these cooperatives 
would still of necessity be purchasing from Texas Power & Light. 

General savings summary, Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. area 
Kilowatt- | yp mrp ry me 
Year hours pur- | Cost, actual | Avena Fate, | justed 1940 | Savings 
chased ” rate 
eS ee Re eee | 5, 265, 830 $53, 314 | 10. 12 | $67, 244 | $13, 930 
WNC or eee, Bs 7, 490, 152 65, 259 | 8.71 94, 450 29, 191 
; Ba diced votsiesseenasoedannnn 8, 377, 780 71, 424 8. 52 | 104, 303 | 32, 878 
WU orc cawenasaratate 9, 312, 265 77, 425 8.31 | 114, 447 | 37, 022 
Se od ees se | 11, 698, 156 | 88, 207 | 7. 54 | 141, 898 | 53, 690 
VOR. k. aes, Feasene- ee 14, 496, 010 | 84, 755 5. 84 173, 517 88, 761 
Pos oc css eicks chhaeusonsbaie 18, 411, 760 | 113, 033 6. 13 217, 442 | 104, 409 
TOI ce. celeb ewamouasiaacboes | 25, 220, 733 148, 616 | 5. 93 293, 821 | 145, 204 
ee ne | 36, 307, 225 205, 252 | 5.65 417, 170 211, 918 
eee... cckdabacebcococcan et | 46, 495, 360 263, 079 5. 65 526, 792 263, 713 
Wes v casnnnchakicBassoesashalt 53, 931, 350 301, 343 5. 58 602, 413 301, 070 
2... toni noc ce 69, 491, 246 417, 568 6. 00 765, 098 347, 530 
WOB oo hic sae oecac nc ae | 306, 497, 867 7, OO sass sn oka | 3, 518, 601 1, 629, 321 
' 





Ezample savings statistics, Bowie-Case Electric Cooperative, Inc., power from 
Southwestern Gas & Electric Co. 























| | | 
Kilowatt- }aectaae tee) 
Year hours pur- | Cost, actual | ae | justed 1940 | Savings 
chased . rate | 
eae 889, 020 | $8, 985 | 10. 10 | $11, 352 | $2, 367 
Wee eee 1, 279, 260 10, 986 | 8. 58 | 16, 131 | 5, 145 
Ti idncacivechaccpeccntittelebes | 1, 485, 720 | 12, 374 | 8 32 | 18, 497 | 6, 123 
1064. .....-.--.)--aba sar}. a | 1, 775, 520 | 14, 578 | 8. 20 | 21, 821 | 7, 243 
19Ggaasde....— ns bees | 2,035, 800 15, 336 | 7. 53 | 24, 604 | 9, 358 
Sccicastosixcnwdttlllibeneedps -| 2, 233, 620 | 12, 508 | 5. 59 | 26, 736 | 14, 228 
aa 2, 779, 460 | 15, 564 | 5. 60 | 32, 825 | 17, 260 
Nt seniiseonalGemmenineihauiibebbia 3, 536, 100 | 19, 802 | 5.60 | 41, 196 | 21, 393 
PBs di Bh ccnseandl 5, 436, 937 | 30, 445 | 5. 59 | 62, 470 | 32, 025 
Ws. <5 .3- fe ee. <-c-- Lk 7, 794, 285 | 43, 782 | 5. 61 | 88, 309 | 44, 527 
Bs aceno0} Mil ansenanch dit 9, 086, 900 51, 056 | 5. 61 | 101, 501 | 50, 445 
Meus... .<..) bee Ah... 11, 216, 350 69, 987 | 6. 23 | 123, 492 | 53, 505 
Motels. st Ah 25 5 49, 548, 972 | 305, 405 | Wlvnch-candienan 569, 027 | 263, 621 
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General savings summary, all cooperatives in Tewas Power & Light Co. area 











Kilowatt- Cost, ad- 
Year hours pur- | Cost, actual Arecagarete, justed 1940 Savings 
chased rate 

Ss diediewsncccimanphaie-apenal 10, 885, 066 $97. 607 8. 96 $121, 259 $23, 652 
i annk a ietnc ins gtd apamainel 14, 832, 235 91, 902 6.19 162, 857 70, 955 
Ra biivunnbvaodean tan 16, 411, 160 105, 582 6. 43 177, 568 71, 985 
1944... ssnbincoatibbbotuasbeeaduk 19, 944, 990 121, 515 6.09 212, 613 91, 007 
Sendo ob eqbentinet+-sentneue’ 23, 297, 940 137, 409 5.89 244, 628 107, 218 
tanita okubheih dah ae tie . 27, 832, 077 165, 736 5.95 287, 783 122, 047 
cheek cco sbatawercedkcobbits 36, 581, 671 216, 752 5. 92 372, 401 155, 648 
So onxsexccccnnqddkueiandabeee 49, 087, 440 283, 606 5.77 491, 856 208, 249 
Ds sais: cbitechichne Sinn eee sable 68, 285, 021 443, 194 6. 49 673, 290 230, 006 
Died ibd evlinninee meee ; 89, 736, 074 593, 943 6.61 870, 439 276, 496 
Bic aninws cdiuselingiied Daceiadeds 100, 558, 846 671, 656 6. 67 959, 331 287, 265 
GE ascetcepasennebepecntapaare 115, 813, 908 806, 455 6. 96 1, 086, 334 279, 879 

i cicdscnmeiscaastoackwns 573, 266, 417 STON OEe Beaancnss<<ic-~ 5, 660, 365 1, 926,002 





Example savings statistics, Kaufman County Electric Cooperative, Inc., power 
from Texas Power & Light Co. 











Kilowatt- Cost, ad- 
Year hours pur- | Cost, actual samaeo eee, justed 1940 Savings 

chased rate 
594, 340 $5, 236 8. 80 $6, 621 $1, 385 
723, 180 4, 392 6.07 7, 941 3, 549 
769, 780 4, 629 6.01 8, 329 3, 700 
853, 180 5,144 6. 02 9, 095 3, 951 
934, 447 5, 736 6.13 9, 812 4,076 
1, 120, 200 6, 973 6. 22 11, 583 4,610 
1, 758, 180 11,179 6. 35 17, 898 6, 719 
2. 416, 400 13, 439 5. 56 24, 212 10, 773 
3, 456, 057 19, 396 5.61 34, 077 14, 681 
8, 912, 108 22, 059 5. 63 37, 947 15, 888 
4, 434, 823 25, 032 5. 64 42, 308 17, 276 
5, 179, 610 29, 683 5.73 48, 585 18, 902 
26, 821, 907 TE OEE Ditendstnoescn- 258, 408 105, 510 





General savings summary, all cooperatives in Tewvas Electric Service Co. area 





Kilowatt- Cost, ad- 
Year hours pur- | Cost, actual sveanee wate, justed 1940 Savings 
chased rate 
1, 554, 100 $13, 892 8. 93 $18, 120 $4, 228 
2, 485, 760 15, 423 6. 20 28, 586 13, 163 
3, 267, 965 19, 257 5. 89 37, 058 17, 801 
4, 023, 680 23, 512 5. 84 44, 984 21,472 
4, 773, 119 28, 501 5.97 52, 599 24, 098 
7, 476, 035 47, 252 6. 32 81, 189 33, 937 
9, 918, 931 61, 549 6. 20 106, 132 44, 583 
14, 068, 128 85, 679 6. 09 148, 278 62, 508 
19, 394, 580 130, 999 6. 75 201, 315 70, 316 
25, 232, 001 169, 710 6. 72 257, 871 88, 161 
30, 021, 450 201, 113 6. 69 302, 015 100, 902 
37, 853, 080 276, 959 7.31 374, 745 97, 786 


160, 068, 829 eee 1, 652, 898 579, 049 
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Ezample savings statistics, Lone Wolf Electric Cooperative, Inc., power from 
Tewas Electric Service Co. 








Kilowatt- Cost, ad- 
Year hours pur- | Cost, actual aie ay justed 1940 Savings 

chased ra 
232, 000 $2, 200 9. 48 $2, 705 $505 
311, 900 1, 925 6.17 3, 586 1, 662 
421, 000 2, 557 6. 07 4,774 2, 217 
472, 400 2,872 6. 07 5, 281 2, 409 
514, 800 3, 186 6.18 5, 673 2, 487 
666, 300 4, 154 6. 23 7, 236 3, 082 
932, 800 5, 7 6.15 9, 981 4, 239 
1, 733, 950 9, 814 5. 65 18, 276 8, 462 
2, 849, 500 15, 406 5. 40 29, 587 14, 172 
3, 688, 800 19, 809 5. 37 37,7 17, 891 
4, 329, 900 23, 134 5. 34 43, 559 20, 425 
4, 665, 000 24, 043 5.15 46, 184 22, 141 
20, 818, 350 TG Kester sa2 214, 533 99, 692 





General savings summary, all cooperatives in Southwestern Public Service Co. 








area 
Kilowatt- Cost, ad- 
Year hours pur- | Cost, actual ae. justed 1940 Savings 
chased ’ rate 

i hae te 11, 063, 159 $119, 834 10. 83 $116, 273 ($3, 560) 
ee... dtd bd. a n-aensabe 10, 366, 905 108, 275 10. 44 107, 297 (977) 
oe ait a 11, 449, 232 116, 131 10. 14 116, 667 536 
Meso. . Seeds... oeesbe 15, 950, 759 144, 359 9. 05 159, 986 15, 626 
ne cd SUES ona cauesee 20, 548, 744 | 170, 006 8.27 202, 816 32, 809 
SUE, .50.3c..didcbshie 5. cash aes 22, 691, 327 166, 649 7. 34 220, 332 53, 682 
Al ee el 23, 515, 502 167, 516 7.07 224) 573 57, 056 
et... ..2.48.dd—n aa 40, 456, 743 232, 520 6. 98 379, 889 97, 368 
PN ncn icat eas cd cacabuabe 49, 910, 469 352, 234 7.05 460, 673 108, 439 
ie, <a vssiedtietiinanneectdihee 76, 476, 492 474, 832 6.20 693, 641 218, 809 
bide hindi adtkoadaeditieaianed 83, 338, 325 520, 699 6. 24 742, 544 221, 845 
SRG ete eee ater 142, 445, 867 875, 510 6.15 1, 246, 401 370, 891 

Was ses tiecescasstcAs | 508, 213, 624 | 8,408, 508 |= ---.. | 4,671,092 | 1, 172, 524 


Eazample savings statistics, Deaf Smith County Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
power from Southwestern Public Service Co. 


Kilowatt- Cost, ad- 











Year hours pur- | Cost, actual — justed 1940 Savings 

chased rate 
4, 845, 600 $49, 957 10. 30 $50, 927 $970 
2, 732, 760 28, 527 10. 43 28, 284 (243) 
3, 041, 520 31, 985 10. 51 30, 993 (992) 
5, 400, 000 49, 188 9.10 54, 162 4, 974 
7, 025, 136 55, 717 7. 93 69, 338 13, 621 
7, 260, 768 50, 968 7.01 70, 502 19, 534 
5, 752, 560 40, 923 7.11 54, 937 14, 014 

i  iccchendedsidddenquecsacties 10, 045, 680 70, 317 6. 99 94, 329 24, 012 

Mea bccucnqavddessidbscécundcesd 10, 558, 980 73, 832 6. 99 97, 459 23, 627 

Sint dn cdataseneeadadandeokade. 18, 892, 140 . 4 

iow acunbboosesassnoanhensoose 6. 
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General savings summary, all cooperatives in West Tewvas Utilities Co. area 




















Kilowatt- Cost, ad- 
Year hours pur- | Cost, actual mverate same, justed 1940 Savings 
chased | rate 

ee ee 2, 598, 659 | $31, 128 11. 97 $34, 250 | $3, 121 
Rs inna sii ch castle tence etcaaiaces eee | 4, 573, 696 49, 279 10. 77 59, 549 10, 270 
I sco snsboseddibieanetincamariniecinpen ood a 5, 633, 949 | 59, 203 10. 50 72, 452 13, 248 
SETI ss i so seciendpintlenaneattinematetsaddadhedtl | 6, 445, 060 66, 781 10. 36 81, 852 15, 070 
IIIT Sivececerizescnictmmalnaiadiemaes nal 7, 836, 211 | 80, 200 10. 23 | 98, 266 18, 065 
I «ss oy cachtiptalhte dn tieia ie unansidinae aaa | 9, 793, 500 | 84, 178 8. 59 | 121, 243 37, 064 
SIIET n. cisecestitigsainnabisteteteettetaintweiiacediome 13, 579, 888 106, 780 7. 86 165, 946 59, 165 
SI eis ace ccpeeian deta aaasamacneinnn 18, 237, 109 141, 026 7.73 219, 939 78, 918 
iat in guile Re castle and 24, 155, 707 | 186, 451 7.71 287, 452 101, 001 
Sn. éccustsinedinduaecmeea nsitidemee ' 2 867, 273 | 256, 728 7. 58 397, 601 | 140, 873 
TIE A cso cctesnsaches andi it eeundniniotedeaa 44, 110, 914 287, 511 6. 52 510, 804 223, 293 
SITE © cscs ctsdtcsieguhidn tatitoleeetendnncecstnasiaane 54, 909, 088 344, 521 6.09 | 627,061 | 292, 540 

a ee ee | 225,741,064 | 1,683, 700 |... | 2,676, 420 | 992, 680 


Example savings statistics, Taylor Electric Cooperative, Inc., power from West 
Texas Utilities Co. 





Kilowatt- Cost, ad- 








Year hours pur- | Cost, actual whi ae justed 1940 Savings 
chased rate 
— —|——_____ ——<$—$$ $$ _|—_—_ — 
| 
163, 000 $1, 924 11. 80 $2, 148 $225 
615, 300 6, 511 10. 58 8, O11 1, 501 
748, 100 7, 841 | 10. 48 9, 621 1,779 
837, 800 8, 678 | 10. 36 10, 640 1, 962 
1, 058, 500 10, 587 10. 00 13, 274 2, 687 
1, 278, 400 | 10, 758 8.41 15, 827 5, 068 
2, 175, 238 17, 358 7.97 26, 581 9, 223 
2, 762, 880 , 098 7. 99 33, 320 11, 222 
3, 217, 565 26, 680 8. 29 38, 289 | 11, 609 
4, 679, 407 36, 526 7. 80 54, 936 18, 410 
6, 049, 900 38, 420 6. 35 70, 058 | 31, 638 
7, 976, 680 | 48, 713 6.10 91, 094 42, 381 








31, 562, 770 SOG O00 oti o2i.. 00s 373, 798 | 137, 705 


General savings summary, all cooperatives in Central Power & Light Co. area 


Cost, ad- — 











Kilowatt- . 
Year | hours pur- | Cost, actual Aree ae. | justed 1940 | Savings 

| chased | Fate 

ocala A aa 

ne en 
ST iia: shicitieisecenilitsnamieaae 5, 762, 093 $63, 652 11. 04 $74, 100 $10, 447 
Soret wedamameibacpeaieeealnel 9, 063, 283 89, 272 9.84 115, 103 - = 

cet ee eee ae 10, 724, 410 104, 019 9. 69 134, 484 

BEL, oc ascosntatiiatd.co-shaley 12, 479, 032 117, 448 9. 41 154, 490 4 on 
DD. cannsnaedeliiteliton case adbaltinw 14, 786, 314 129, 135 8.73 180, 688 51, 552 
th. osccacesduliitelbnncsnsshebhe 17, 010, 455 127, 057 7, 46 205, 146 78, 088 
ih, oncnasedelitnliinnescnadaial 21, 859, 782 158, 206 7.27 260, 131 101, 834 
DL tt, .ccanndediiitebiiccsecnsdullbe 30, 442, 283 218, 476 7.17 357, 392 138, 915 
DAI, cvccondsliiabibencsccstahibe 36, 157, 362 216, 129 5.97 418, 702 202, 573 
BD AS on cccedo Seta dannnuscbubhe 56, 080, 659 331, 916 5.91 640, 441 308, 525 
BE dh cacesccutbbnbiiness sank dhe $1, 953, 132 477, 471 5.82 922, 792 445, 321 
ED hab concenuubibatiiccosucebaia: 100, 536, 071 650, 025 6. 46 1, 115, 950 465, 925 
OND. bth K itl ncncnamediel 396, 854, 876 , GBR, GER dicddcccccce- 4, 579, 423 1, 896, 522 
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Ezample savings statistics, Jackson Electric Cooperative, Inc., power from 
Central Power & Light Co. 

















| | | 
Kilowatt- ‘ Cost, ad- 
Year hours pur- | Cost, actual ava justed 1940 Savings 
chased | rate 
| i 
| | 

wins ils. cs cert) cies tates. | 496, 900 | $5, 712 11.49 $6, 390 $678 
SR epoca A oe | 1,098, 100 11, 481 10. 45 | 13, 946 2, 465 
Pe en tere a 1, 147, 600 11, 751 | 10. 23 | 14, 391 2, 640 
SN AS ee it as 1, 194, 900 12, 206 10. 21 14, 793 2, 587 
ene ee ee 1, 375, 000 | 12, 470 9.06 | 16, 803 4, 333 
WSS Bee Sek eons cdecan | 1, 685, 900 12, 598 7.47 | 20, 332 7,734 
Mie Estee nh ee 2) 078, 900 14, 950 7.19 | 24) 739 9, 739 
1948. ___- tn OLE ok 2, 818, 700 20, 177 7.15 33, 092 12, 915 
SO 3, 726, 250 22, 530 6. 04 | 43, 150 | 20, 620 
wes ee ee 4, 613, 700 25, 836 | 5.59 | 52, 688 | 26, 852 
IONS toe. a ect i 5h 774 5, 203, 600 29, 140 | 5. 59 58, 593 | 29, 453 
WO Be tie tee nse 6, 133, 568 37, 539 | 6. 12 68, 083 | 30, 544 
ids wee vit Picer ot hE een 

Total i | 31, 673, 518 216, 300 | ----------.. 367, 000 | 150, 610 








Mr. Jones. Next, let me direct your attention to recommendation 
No. 15, found on page 122, section (a) : 
That private enterprise be offered the opportunity to provide the capital for the 
electrical component of multiple-purpose dams and dispose of the power through 


their own systems, they being subject to regulation of rate by Federal and 
State authorities— 


and then it says— 
but the management of the dams shall remain in the Federal Government. 


How would that affect REA in Texas on the projects to be constructed 
by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Brown. There are in Texas no agencies, to my knowledge, that 
regulate the rates. We have no public utility commission—in the 
State of Texas there would be no State authority regulating rates, and 
I know of no Federal agencies to regulate rates. 

Mr. Jonxs. Could the cooperatives in the State of Texas raise suffi- 
cient capital to invest in the generating capacity of these Federal 
projects ¢ 

Mr. Brown. I do not believe the electric co-ops are able to privately 
fmance the purchase of those facilities. A great deal of thought has 
been given to that. I have found no way where an effective margin of 
economic feasibility can be shown to support a private financing of 
the distributing, generating and transmission facilities. 

Mr. Jonzs. Section (6) of recommendation No, 15: 

That if such capital be not available, the power should be offered for sale to 
private utilities, States or municipalities and cooperatives prior to construction, 
on terms that will protect the Federal interest. 

In the first instance, you have the Government participating in the 
capital investment by private enterprise in the project; but in the 
event capital is not forthcoming by either the cooperatives, munici- 
palities or private companies, the recommendation is there must be 
a commitment of power to be sold before construction on terms that 
will protect the Federal interest. Is a cooperative able to enter into 
agreements prior to construction of projects, in which they can guar- 
antee a return to Federal Government of its capital investment, and 
also have the cooperative make the investment in transmission facil- 
ities to their outlets? 
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Mr. Brown. The cooperatives certainly are not in position to carry 
out those transactions. The only way the cooperatives are able to 
obtain a fair and just rate is by the simple expedient of saying, “If 
we can’t get a fair deal here, we will g° do it ourselves.” And the 
only way they can do that is through the Federal preference system. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know of any dam constructed by the Federal 
Government Department of Interior or the Reclamation Bureau where 
we have not been able to sell power ? 

‘ Mr. Brown. I am afraid I cannot answer your question. I do not 
now. 

Mr. Jones. As a matter of fact, all the power is being sold. There 
is no area in the United States where shies is an excess of power, 
where they cannot take all the power generated by Federal projects. 

Mr. Brown. I do not know of any. It does not exist in Texas 
today. There is no surplus power today. 

Mr. Jones. Do you know how authorization of these projects comes 
about and how they are providing for sale of power, through private 
eee either by the Corps of Engineers or the Department of 

nterior 

Mr. Brown. I am only vaguely familiar with that. 

Mr. Jones. Isn’t it a fact that surveys are made to predetermine 
the need for electricity in a given area because the revenues to the 
Federal Power Commission can only be determined at that time by 
learning if a project could be completed to make an economic project? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir, that is necessary to the study. 

Mr. Jones. If all precautions are taken prior to commencement of 
a project, do you think it would be necessary for section (6) to become 
operative in order to insure the proper sale of energy ? 

Mr. Brown. I cannot see any necessity for section (b), no, sir. Any 
study of the system should take care of the problem of the need for 
the power, and it is only a question of providing funds for construc- 
tion of those facilities for distribution and transmission of that 
power. Those funds are available and the power can and will be 
transmitted and distributed, and I see no necessity for that. 

Mr. Jones. Recommendation 15, if effected, do you think that the 
cooperatives would want to buy any power from the Federal projects 
in the future? 

Mr. Brown. I am afraid they would not be able to buy at the cost. 
They need it. 

Mr. Jones. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Reuss. No. 

Mr. Liescoms. Have you ever made a comparison between the rates 
the cooperative customers pay and the rates city residents pay for 
electric power from private or municipal utilities? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. We made such a comparison, and we have a 
booklet here showing the rates which are charged by the electric co- 
operatives in Texas. 

We found that the rates of the Caprock Electric Cooperative com- 
pared substantially with the rates of the Texas Electric Service Co. 

Mr. Jones. What are those? 

Mr. Brown. The rates are a graduated study made assuming 238 
kilowatt hours of consumption per month. The rate of the coopera- 
tives would be $8.56, and the South Texas Electric Service rates in 
the same area would be $8.87. 
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The Jeff Smith Electric Cooperative at Hareford charged for the 
same power $8.81; the Southwestern Public Service in Hareford, 
the same town, charged $7.64. 

‘Erath County Electric Cooperative charged $7.72; Texas Power & 
Light in the same area, $7.78. 

think a further recitation of these would be substantially the 
same. The rates are comparable in the rural and urban areas. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Would you explain again why the cooperatives could 
not operate as economically on these occasions as the Texas Electric 
Service Co. ? 

Mr. Brown. As the Texas Electric Service Co. ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. Yes. Is it because you paid a higher interest rate 
than some other 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. And the Texas commercial power companies 
operate in a city with a few miles of line, serve a large number of con- 
sumers with the same investment, can serve 33 people and receive 
$5,478 off of 1 mile; whereas the electric cooperatives go into rural 
areas where people live far apart, and you must build a large amount 
of line to serve 1 man. The average for domestic use, the number 
of people served for each mile of line is 2 customers to each mile of 
line, as against 33 for commercial power companies. And the revenue 
received by the electric cooperative is only $185 a year as compared to 
$5,479 a year for commercial power companies. It is tremendously 
difficult to distribute power in rural areas where you have to build 
long distances of expensive line and only serve 1 or 2 people with that 
mile of line. 

Mr. Jones. Without Government help such as long-term loans with 
low interest rates, the cooperatives cannot operate economically ? 

Mr. Brown. That is right. If the interest rate is higher by 1 cent, 
the cooperatives in Texas would be operating in the red $1,281,000. 
They could not meet their obligation to the Federal Government for 
repayment of the loans, if the interest rate was 1 cent higher. 

Mr. Lirescoms. If you had to raise the rate, what would that mean 
to each one of your customers in average total electric billings? 

Mr. Brown. I have not computed the effects on the rate raise. You 
would have to have it 1 cent higher, the cost price, but we have found 
any increase in the rates in the rural areas will result in such a reduc- 
tion in the consumption of electricity as to give little if any actual 
revenue. Until we are at a point where economic conditions are 
firmer, applying an increase in rate will considerably reduce the 
amount used of the electricity. 

We have our sales and companion activities, trying to encourage the 
purchase of additional appliances for use in the rural areas, in order 
that that might permit increased operations on the schedule with 
REA. That effort has been going on. Even so, they have found that 
any increase in rates would make it almost impossible to provide 
greater revenue because it would result in a reduction of the use of 

ower. 
R Mr. Lirscoms. Do the cooperatives in the State of Texas make 
payments in lieu of taxes? 

Mr. Brown. The Texas cooperatives pay ad valorem charges, the 
same as anybody, to the State, county, and cities, any taxing authority, 
just as any agency. 














2982 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Lirescome. In answer to the chairman’s question, you answered 
that recommendations 9 through 15 would affect the cooperatives very 
ae In your statement do you include recommendations 12, 13, 
and 14% 

Mr. Brown, I wasn’t going to specifically—that is 12, 18, and 14 
you are referring to? 

Mr. Lipscoms. Yes, sir. Do you have any recommendation ? 

Mr. Brown. With respect to No. 12 I have no comment. With 
respect to No. 13 I have no comment. I don’t think the Tennessee 
Valley Authority is designed to serve our area. With respect to 
No. 14, I am afraid I don’t have No. 14 before me. 

Mr. Lrpscomp. As a representative of the cooperatives, do you have 
any position on recommendations 1 through 8? 

Mr. Brown. I don’t have those before me, sir. I am not sure just 
what they are at the moment. 

Mr. Liescoms. You are not taking any position on those? 

Mr. Brown. No, sir. 

Mr. Lipescoms. You are testifying primarily on the power section ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Brown, going back to recommendation No. 12, re- 
quiring specified agencies to be subject to the Government Corporation 
Control Act. Let me call your attention to recommendation No. 5, 
“That the revolving funds be abolished and all moneys payable into 
these funds be converted into the general fund of the Federal Treasury 
and all project funds be appropriated by the Congress.” Do you think 
the SPA Power Administration could function if all its revenues were 
made payable into the Federal Treasury instead of the corporate func- 
tion service for the use of the State of Texas? 

Mr. Brown. No, sir; I donot. I think it has to be mobile. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think Bonneville could carry the corporate re- 
sponsibility such as recommended under recommendation 12 and the 
administrative responsibility such as recommended under recom- 
mendation 5? 

Mr. Brown. I doubt it. I have not studied the Bonneville power 
project to the extent I am familiar with that project. 

Mr. Jones. Any further questions? Do you have anything further, 
Mr. Brown ? 

Mr. Brown. No, sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much, Mr. Brown. 

(The following communication was received from Mr. Brown after 
the close of the Austin hearing :) 

PowELL, Wirtz, RavHuT & McGinnis, 
Austin, Tex., December 19, 1955. 


Hon. Rosert FE. Jones, Jr., 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Srr: At the time of my appearance before your committee in Austin, 
Tex., on Monday, December 12, 1955, I promised to submit additional facts. That 
information is enclosed. 

The cooperatives in Texas have an average equity in their total assets of 
8.8 percent. Attached is a chart showing the source and manner of computing this 
figure. 

There was a growth of 11.4 percent in the domestic consumption of electricity 
by individual members of the cooperatives in Texas in 1954 over such con- 
sumption in 1953. There was a growth of 14.9 percent in the wholesale power 
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purchased by all cooperatives in Texas in 1954 over the power purchased in 
1953. Attached is a chart showing the source and computation of these per- 
centage growth figures. In my personal appearance, I testified that the coop- 
eratives consumed 1,048,176,000 kilowatt-hours in 1954, and that an increase in 
cost of three-tenths of a mill per kilowatt-hour would exceed the net margin of 
the Texas cooperatives, after debt service charges, by $21,451. My figure was 
slightly in error in that the cooperatives purchased in 1954 1,053,450,648 kilo- 
watt-hours so that an increase in wholesale power costs of three-tenths of a mill 
per kilowatt-hour would cause a deficit of $23,000 per year. 

The initial power generated at Falcon Dam was delivered in the summer of 
1954. While I do not have the exact date, I believe that it was June 30, 1954. 
The initial power generated at Falcon Dam was sold to Central Power & Light Co., 
Corpus Christi, Tex., on a 1-year contract which expired June 30, 1955, and since 
that time has been renewed for 90-day intervals. This power was sold to Central 
Power & Light at a price of 2.7 mills. 

In view of various other questions with regard to the situation at Falcon Dam, 
I am enclosing a detailed statement with respect to the efforts of the Big-Tex 
Electric Cooperative, Inc., to obtain and distribute this power among the 
preference customers in south and southwest Texas. 

It was a pleasure to appear before your committee and I deeply appreciate 
the courtesies extended me and the opportunity to present these facts so vital to 
the interest of the electric cooperatives of Texas. 

Very truly yours, 
Witi1am A. Brown. 


Growth of domestic use of electric power by members of all electric cooperatives 
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Growth of wholesale power purchased by all electric cooperatives in Teras 
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Errorts oF Bic-Tex ELecrric CoopreraTive, Inc., To Procure Power From 
Fatcon DaM For DISTRIBUTION TO PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS IN SOUTH AND 
SouTHWEst Texas — 


ORGANIZATION 


Big-Tex Electric Cooperative, Inc., is a nonprofit cooperative corporation, 
formed under the Electric Cooperative Corporation Act of the State of Texas, 
for the purpose of furnishing electric energy at cost to its member cooperatives 
or to their consumers. Such purpose included the purchase of power from any 
dams that may be constructed by the Federal Government on the Rio Grande 
River, which includes the present Falcon Dam and the proposed Diablo Dam. 
Its charter was approved by the Secretary of State on the 12th day of March, 
1949. 

The member cooperatives of Big-Tex Electric Cooperative, Inc., are as follows: 
Bandera Electric Cooperative, Inc., Bandera, Tex.; Karnes Electric Cooperative, 
Inc., Karnes City, Tex.; Kimble Electric Cooperative, Inc., Junction, Tex.; Me- 
dina Electric Cooperative, Inc., Hondo, Tex.; Rio Grande Dlectric Cooperative, 
Inc., Brackettville, Tex. 


AREA SERVED 


Examination of the map attached hereto and being made a part of this state 
ment reveals that the member cooperatives operate facilities in the most sparsely 
populated area of Texas, covering 43 counties along the Rio Grande River and 1 
county in New Mexico. On these facilities it is noted that 16,000 consumers are 
served over 11,000 miles of line, the average density being 1.4 members ner mile 
of line. All types of services are rendered, including farms, ranches, rural 
schools, and churches, and considerable irrigation, but the predominate type is 
farms and ranches. It is noted that the facilities of the cooperatives extend 
from Rio Grande City on the lower Rio Grande River to the State of New 
Mexico. Member cooperatives now operate facilities in the vicinity of Falcon 
Dam and also operate lines near the proposed Diablo Dam site near Del Rio, Tex. 
The rural area in which the member cooperatives offer service covers approxi- 
mately 100,000 square miles. 

This area, and the area extending from Brownsville to Corpus Christi (not 
detailed on the map) comprise a territory near the source of this Federal power, 
which needs that power, and to which the great benefits of this project can and 
should be spread. Presently the inhabitants of this area are receiving no benefit 
of the Federal Government’s investment in this power supply. 


POWER REQUIREMENTS 


According to a recent survey completed by members of Big-Tex Electric Co- 
operative, Inc., it was found that by 1965 they will require a total of approximately 
55,000 kilowatts of power and will require approximately 236,500,000 kilowatt- 
hours to satisfy the needs of consumers. In order to meet these requirements, it 
will be necessary that Big-Tex Electric Cooperative not only install generating 
facilities, but purchase power from existing and future hydro projects. 

Because of these large power requirements and because of the sparsely settled 
areas in which the cooperatives operate, it will be necessary for the cooperatives 
to obtain low-cost hydropower from the Federal dams on the Rio Grande River 
at the earliest possible date. 


FALCON DAM 


Falcon Dam with a reservoir capacity of approximately 414 million acre-feet 
was constructed in the Rio Grande River in the northern edge of Zapata County 
by the International Boundary and Water Commission. The International Boun- 
dary and Water Commission was established through international treaty with 
Mexico. The Commission is authorized through the treaty to construct three 
dams on the Rio Grande River. Construction work on the dam was completed 
about January 1, 1954. The dam has two hydroelectric generating plants, each 
of which has an installed capacity of 31,500 kilowatts. One of these plants is on 
the Mexican side of the boundary and the other on the American side. The treaty 
provides that Mexico is to receive one-half of all power generated at the dam 
regardless of which plant may be, at any given time, used for generation. The 
two generating plants are tied together through a common bus at 138,000 volts. 
Neither the Federal nor State Government has any transmission lines in the area 
of Falcon Dam. Prior to the completion of the construction of Falcon Dam, 
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Central Power & Light Co. extended its transmission lines at 138,000 volts into 
the area and dead ended the transmission lines within 2 miles of the generating 
plants. The first power was generated at Falcon Dam in the summer of 1954. 


SALE OF FALCON POWER 


Since the International Boundary and Water Commission, an agency of the 
Department of State, has no authority for the sale of power, the 83d Congress, 
through Public Law 406, designated the Bureau of Reclamation of the Depart- 
ment of Interior as the marketing agent for the sale of Falcon power. Public 
Law 406 includes a preference clause provision, specifying that the power gen- 
erated at Falcon Dam shall be offered for sale to Federal agencies, municipali- 
ties, and rural cooperatives. Public Law 406 allowed the Department of Interior 
to begin the sale of power for an interim period to any available customer in order 
that power not be wasted. The law, however, requires that a firm contract be 
reported back to the Congress of the United States prior to its confirmation. 
Initial power generated at Falcon Dam was sold to the Central Power & Light 
Co., Corpus Christi, Tex., on a 1-year contract basis which expired June 30, 1955, 
and since that time has been renewed at 90-day intervals. All power sold to the 
Central Power & Light Co. has been sold at a price of 2.7 mills. 


COOPERATIVE’S EFFORTS TO PURCHASE POWER 


The cooperatives have held several meetings with representatives of the 
Bureau of Reclamation in an attempt to purchase power from Falcon Dam, but 
it was found that its attempts were greatly hampered due to the fact that the 
Bureau of Reclamation has no transmission lines in the vicinity of Falcon Dam 
or for the matter, in the entire State of Texas. An additional hindrance to the 
purchase of power has been the peculiar arrangement under which the Bureau of 
Reclamation has been required to operate: That is, they have no authority in 
the determination as to when or how much power will be generated at any given 
time. This condition results from the fact that they have no control over the 
amount of water that may be released at any given time. The Bureau of Rec- 
lamation states that water releases are controlled by the International Boundary 
and Water Commission and are based upon requirements of water users below 
Falcon Dam. 

Due to the present quality of the power available at Falcon Dam, the co- 
operatives have to obtain some method of firming up this power and some 
arrangements for wheeling it to the load centers. The Bureau of Reclamation 
has been requested repeatedly to grant the cooperatives an opportunity to pur- 
chase the power and the Bureau has been requested to enter into a 3-party con- 
tract whereby the power could be firmed and wheeled. After a long study, the 
Bureau advised the cooperatives, under date of July 14, 1955: 

1. That it believed that the amount of firm power to be available at Falcon 
Dam would be negligible in relation to the large amounts of nonfirm power which 
will be available. The latest information furnished by the Bureau states 
that there will be available approximately 121,400,000 kilowatt-hours of non- 
firm power. 

2. That it did not wish to participate in an agreement for the delivery of 
secondary energy via wheeling. The Bureau therefore closed the door on any 
Whitney-type contract. 

8. And further, that it was Bureau policy that nonfirm energy will be sold 
only to customers who maintain generating equipment in operating condition or 
who have firm standby power purchase contracts. The Bureau further stated 
that this was particularly applicable to energy produced at Falcon Dam. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has promised the cooperatives that as soon as a 
price for the energy of Falcon Dam was agreed upon, and approved by the Fed- 
eral Power Commission, the cooperatives would be informed. The Bureau fur- 
ther promised that as soon as the rates to be used in the interim-type contracts 
were approved, the cooperatives would be informed. Up to the present time, no 
information has been received by the cooperatives. 

Since the only presently available transmission lines in the area are owned 
by the Central Power & Light Co., the cooperatives approached this company to 
determine if it would wheel and firm Falcon power provided they could contract 
with the Bureau for it. The cooperatives were advised by Central Power & 
Light that that company would wheel and firm the power, but that the cost 
would be in excess of the present price to the cooperatives for the purchase of 
power from Central Power & Light Co. This obviously would make the power 
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more expensive than the present sources from which the cooperatives are forced 
to purchase service. Throughout these discussions, there was no opportunity 
to determine the relationship of the real costs of firming and wheeling the energy, 
nor was there an opportunity to obtain the cost in mills per kilowatt-hour for 
these services. It is obvious that as long as the Central Power & Light Co. has 
a monopoly position on the purchase of Falcon power that the Bureau of 
Reclamation will be forced to sell it to that company at whatever price they 
choose to pay, for the only alternative is to allow the Federal Power Commission 
of Mexico to purchase the entire output of the dam since they have the only 
other transmission facilities available to the dam. It is also obvious that as 
long as the Department of the Interior through the Bureau of Reclamation re- 
fuses to enter into a 3-party contract and as long as there is no method to force 
the Central Power & Light Co. to wheel and firm the power at a reasonable price, 
the preference customers cannot obtain any of the power. 

It is also obvious that as long as Central Power & Light is the only possible 
eustomer for the purchase of the power and is therefore in a controlling position 
to fix the price, it is very unlikely that the hydroelectric facilities installed at 
the dam will be amortized as required by law. Cooperative representatives have 
further been given to understand that the present purchaser of power does not 
intend to continue to pay even as much as 2.7 mills per kilowatt-hour on a 
eontract of desirable duration. 


DIABLO DAM 


It was originally proposed that the Anzalduas reservoir below Falcon Dam 
would be constructed as a holding reservoir for irrigation purposes, and would 
allow water to be released from Falcon Dam without wastage, thereby guaran- 
teeing the maximum benefit for hydro facilities. This dam has never been con- 
structed. The cooperatives have been told that funds have been alloted for 
Anzalduas, but that local problems have prevented its construction. The co- 
operatives have been informed that International Boundary and Water Com- 
mission proposes to construct Diablo Dam above Falcon Dam at the confluence 
of the Devils River and the Rio Grande River. It is the understanding of the 
cooperatives that Diablo Dam would be of sufficient capacity to allow the genera- 
tion in the amount of 250,000 kilowatts with 125,000 of this capacity installed 
for the Mexican Government. This second dam on the Rio Grande, provided 
that connecting transmission lines were constructed, will obtain the greatest 
amount of firm power for sale. All of the people of the southwest area will be 
greatly benefited through the construction of Diablo Dam. The construction of 
this dam would prevent the reoccurrence of the devasting flood of 1954 which 
caused damage in the area above Falcon Dam of more than $60 million. There 
was also great loss of life on the Mexican side of the border as well as loss of 
life on the American side. Diablo Dam would have prevented this devastation. 
Another advantage of Diablo Dam would be the resulting diversity of power 
generated at Falcon Dam since Falcon power could then be firmed with Diablo 
generators by connecting transmission lines. 


CONCLUSION 


Without Diablo Dam the power at Falcon will remain secondary in nature 
and the Hoover Commission recommendations, if adopted, would prevent the 
building of dams such as Diablo by the Federal Government. We, therefore, 
oppose the Hoover Commission recommendations on water and power. We also 
oppose the Hoover Commission recommendations to the Congress of the United 
States because it would destroy the preference clause and would take away 
from the Federal Government, municipalities, and cooperatives their rights to 
receive said benefits from the Nation’s natural resources and federally generated 
electricity. 

It is the request of the cooperatives of south Texas that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion take more positive action to recognize the preference clause and to make 
power available to the preference customers in line with the long standing policy 
of the Congress of the United States. 


Mr. Leo Forrest (Hereford, Tex.). Mr. Chairman—— 
Mr. Jones. Lamsorry. I don’t have your name. 
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STATEMENT OF LEO FORREST, RANCHER, HEREFORD, TEX. 


Mr. Forrest. Mr. Chairman, my name is Leo Forrest. I am a 
rancher at Hereford, Tex. I appeared before the Hoover task force 
on water resources back in Denver in May 1954. 

I have no prepared statement, but I have notes taken to answers 
to the questions you gentlemen asked Mr. Brown. He has done ad- 
mirably, and we won't take your time unless you have something to 
ask. I appreciate the fairness in which this hearing is conducted. It 
is refreshing to have a group of fairminded men interested in the wel- 
fare of the people, instead of trying to serve its own welfare. 

Mr. Jonss. We are going to some other areas where we would be 
glad to take you along to testify in behalf of the committee. 

Mr. Forrest. I want to comment, you gentlemen asked about the 
higher cost of my cooperative, which happened to be one in the com- 
parison which Mr. Brown made. I would say this is one category on 
rate. He was giving one category for the farm home. 

Our area does not represent the average in that we have a very lot 
of irrigation. The rate to the farmers on irrigation has continually 
been reduced since 1948. At the present time we are selling power 
for irrigation purposes cheaper than the utility company, at the rate of 
114 cents per kilowatt-hour; whereas our 1 cent for 5 months during 
the winter months, 114 cents for the added 7 months, estimated in our 
budget for 1956, the power will cost the farmer an average 1.4 cents 
per kilowatt-hour for irrigation purposes, which, as you fellows know, 
the farmers are still making a living. Being a cooperative, we are 
selling power as cheap as we can. 

Thank you for the opportunity. I also thank you for having Mr. 
Brown make my speech. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Mr. Forrest. 

We will now hear from Mr. C. B. Culpepper, Atlanta Freight Bu- 
reau, Atlanta, Ga. 


STATEMENT OF C. B. CULPEPPER, ATLANTA FREIGHT BUREAU, 
ATLANTA, GA. 


Mr. Jones. Glad to have you, Mr. Culpepper. 

Mr. Cutrerrer. I appreciate the opportunity to come and appear. 
I am glad to see someone from God’s country out here with me. Of 
course, I know Texans think this is God’s country. I wonder if they 
have ever been around Alabama or Georgia. 

I am secretary and general manager of the Atlanta Freight Bureau, 
which is a cooperative, nonprofit organization chartered under the laws 
of Georgia in 1902, with broad objectives as its aim, including: 

1. To secure such rates on freight to and from the city of Atlanta 
as shall be equal to common territory and favorable within the terri- 
tory contributory to this city, thereby preventing discrimination 
against Atlanta. 

2. To render service in all branches of trade in matters of trans- 
portation. 

3. To invite the cooperation of transportation companies. 
aa In general, to encourage and extend the trade of the city of 

tlanta. 











2988 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


You may wonder why I have come here at this time. As an organi- 
zation we are intensely interested in 1 or 2 of the recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission. We are not interested in irrigation and 
we are not interested in all the broader and larger aspects of power 
development, but we do have an intense interest in 1 or 2 of the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission. 

The bureau was primarily organized to protect and advance the 
interests of the business and industrial concerns located in Atlanta, 
Ga., and its immediate vicinity. However, our organization through 
the years has been so managed and conducted as to win the confidence 
and respect of the business and industrial segment of the entire south- 
eastern section of the country as well as other parts of the Nation. Our : 
activities place us in contact with the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, the Civil Aeronautics Board, the Maritime Commission, and 
other Federal regulatory bodies of the United States, as well as the 
various State commissions in our section. We are proud to claim 
the confidence and respect of these agencies as a dependable repre- 
sentative of our members. 

In addition to our members from private business, we are also the 
official representative of the city of Atlanta and Fulton County, Ga., 
and the State highway department of the State of Georgia in all traffic 
and transportation matters. 

Because of this statewide and sectionwide activity we undertake 
to participate in general rate cases and all causes affecting in any 
manner the traffic and transportation potentialities of our city and 
section. In the furtherance of this activity we have advocated for a 
long number of years the development of inland waterways contiguous 
to our section for navigation, flood control, soil conservation, electric 
energy, water resources, recreational facilities, and so forth. Our 
interests in this regard were made very clear in my statement to the 
Task Force on Water Resources and Power of the Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government, at a hear- : 
ing in Portland, Oreg., on June 29, 1954. Incidentally, I had to go 
along each time and had an opportunity to talk to the agencies about 
that. I think the statement is sufficiently clear. 

My board of directors instructed me to request permission to appear 
before this subcommittee in order that the Congress might re- 
minded of our considered judgment on 1 or 2 features of the Hoover 
Commission’s report with reference to water resources. Naturally, we 
do not come to burden you with facts, figures, or claims regarding any 

articular project or development. We know you are interested only 
in this matter from the standpoint of policy and procedure. We also 
realize that you may have had the same points which we raise pre- 
sented to you at this and other hearings. However, as a representa- 
tive of approximately 575 individual business concerns and my city 
and county government, and as a public-spirited cooperative organi- 
zation which should have sound basis for its position, we do wish to 
bring to the attention of this committee our views on these 1 or 2 items. 

It should be understood, of course, that I do not speak for any par- 
ticular member of our organization and do not have the power to com- 
mit any company that might entertain modified or contrary views, of 
which [ am sure there must be several. 

The fitst point which I would like to raise is the recommendation of 
the Commission that the Corps of Engineers of the United States 
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Army be deprived of some of its present functions with respect to de- 
velopment of inland waterways. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Cuupeprer. I refer to recommendation No. 2, that is the creation 
of the Water Resources Board on page 39: “That without going into 
details, we recommend the creation of a Water Resources Board upon 
the above basis.” 

Mr. Liescoms. I am sorry to interrupt. That is the way you inter- 
_— recommendation No. 2, that it would deprive the Corps of 

ingineers of some of its present functions ? 

r. Cuuperrer. Undoubtedly it would work that way with the 
Corps of Engineers, with reference to multiple dams and develop- 
ment. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Is that the feeling you got from reading the para- 
graph just prior to—— 

r. CULPEPPER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lirescoms. You think that is proposing that the present county 
water associations and State agencies be transferred to the Water 
Resources Board ? 

Mr. Cuurerrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lirescoms. The Hoover Commission report says, “The Board’s 
prime purpose would be to determine wide policy with approval of 
Congress.” 

Mr. Cuurrerrer. That is right. Now the Corps of Engineers ap- 
proves multiple dam projects, including navigation, power, water 
supply, soil conservation. That would be taken away, transferred 
to the Board. 

Mr. Lirscoms. My understanding from listening to the testimony 
and reading that is that it was intended as an effort to coordinate all 
these activities. 

Mr. Cuurerrer. The reason I interpret it that way is because of 
the task force and the report of the task force to the Hoover Com- 
mission, that I found, I was of the opinion—this is just my interpre- 
tation of it, but we feel like the engineers ought to be allowed to ap- 
prove something they are going to construct. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I didn’t get that impression in this or, in fact, 
throughout the other recommendations. 

Mr. Currerrer. I hope you won’t get that idea, but it is in there. 

Mr. Jones. If the Board does not have authority to approve or 
reject projects, then it would have a useless significance. 

Mr. Cutperrer. That is right. And that is one thing I am opposed 
to. I don’t think the executive branch of the Government should 
have anything to do with it. Congress ought to have something to do 
with it. Congress ought to pass on these things without interference 
from the executive branch of the Government. And the Corps of 
Engineers, through large experience and past record, is the proper 
agency to recommend to Congress projects that should be approved 
and undertaken, 

Mr. Lirscoms. At least in my opinion I didn’t get that impression 
throughout this. In fact, I had the idea there were many projects 
going on and many involving water resources, and conservation and 
all the rest, and the Board would coordinate these things. 

Mr. CuLprerrer. My own interpretation, Congressman, is that once 
the Department of Interior comes under other branches of the Gov- 
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ernment, they won’t have the right to recommend or approve what 
goes through the Water Resources Board and the recommendations 
of the Water Resources Board will be the last authority on which 
Congress will act. 

Mr. Lipscoms. It already operates to that extent now. The Presi- 
dent submits his program to the Congress. 

Mr. Cuuprerrer. But the Corps of Engineers has recommended and 
approved or does recommend and approve to Congress. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I didn’t see where that was recommended, that 
change. I was surprised. I didn’t see it there or throughout the 
other section of the report, in the one we discussed earlier, No. 6, 
where the Corps of Engineers takes control of the program for soil 
conservation. 

Mr. Curpeprer. That is what makes them a little bit illogical. 

Mr. Liescoms. And recommendation No. 7 reserves to the Corps 
of Engineers the responsibility for initially recommending deauthor- 
ization of projects—recommendation 7 says: 

That all projects declared obsolete or unsound by the Chief of Engineers should 
be removed from congressional authorization. 

Mr. Cuurrerrer. That would still have to be cleared through the 
Water Resources Board, if the entire thing were adopted, in my 
understanding. 

Mr. Lirscoms, I didn’t get any impression that the Hoover Com- 
mission recommended at any place in its report that Congress should 
give up any of its authority or obligations. 

Mr. Cuuprprrr. Not directly, sir. If you give it to the Bureau 
of Budget to have more authority, the Secretary of Interior, the Sec- 
retary of Commerce and 4 or 5 independent engineers, with a civilian 
chairman of the board, I think you will have a lot more interference 
in Congress than you have got now. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Don’t you still believe any member of Congress 
could still propose a project and submit it to Congress for action? 

Mr. Cuuperrer. I think so. I still think you would be hampered 
more this way than with the Corps of Engineers studying and recom- 
mending, with their vast experience. 

Mr. Liescoms. All right. I certainly would not want to see the 
Corps of Engineers hampered. I do feel we have to take a good look 
at this, study the board and see how it should be set up. 

Mr. Curepper. It isn’t a bureau, and to me—I was going to say, 
this lengthy report of the Commission is a billetdoux. It is supposed 
to be enplihed to justify this operation in the executive branch of 
the Government, and they come along and recommend the creation 
of another bureau or board. 

Mr. Lirscoms. They didn’t create another one but canceled one and 
just put this one in the place of a bigger one. I grant you the report 
is very vague on it. However, I think it deserves looking at. 

Mr. Cutprprer. Of course, I am—in my intricate little comprehen- 
sion, I am satisfied it is the opinion and recommendation of the Com- 
mission that the Board pass upon all these projects and make recom- 
mendations to Congress. I think that is in the mind of the Commis- 
sion. 

Mr. Lipscoms. It is just the obligation of the President. 

Mr. CuLperrer. You mean just to recommend to—— 
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Mr. Liescoms. The prime purpose would be to determine broad 
policies, with recommendation to the President and, with his approval, 
to Congress. 

Mr. Cutrerrer. With his approval to Congress. 

Mr. Liescoms. That is what he does now. 

Mr. Cuurerrer. But he is not doing it; the Board is doing that, with 
his approval. 

Mr. Liescoms. Well, I read it that he recommends. 

Mr. Jones. Before you leave the subject of recommendation 1 (g): 

That one Federal agency should be made responsible for collecting and review- 
ing the adequacy of hydrologic data— 
if one agency were to have that, and the Commission does not specify 
which agency, that authority would be vested in them, and would it 
not strip the existing agency of one of its most important functions? 

Mr. Cunrerrer. Yes; that is my opinion. 

Mr. Jones. That would create a slashing of the existing agency ? 

Mr. Cureprer. That is right. I entirely agree with you. It is 
undoubtedly the intent. They go ahead and, if you remember, in here 
or in the task force report, one, they criticize one of the branch offices 
of the Corps of Engineers for the eastern part of the country for try- 
ing to make work for themselves by recommending some various proj- 
ects in that section. They say that ought not to be. 

Mr. Lipscomn. At the same time, throughout the report, they say 
they did a fine job, the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Curerper. I have heard that tack taken before, and then 
they say, “We want you to do something else.” 

Mr. Lipscoms. On this recommendation, No. 1 (g), from what I saw 
at the bottom, I thought the Corps of Engineers was doing a good 
job in collecting hydrological data. Now, I feel it is too big a 
job for one agency. I never once got the idea that the Hoover Com- 
mission recommended the Corps of Engineers not continue with that. 

Mr. Cutrerrer. That was my interpretation. I sincerely trust I 
am wrong. 

The Commission seems to have decided that the individual or group 
charged with the actual work on any given project should not be given 
the authority to recommend or approve the projects on which it is 
to work. Theoretically, this may be sound. However, as is often the 
case, practically, it is terrifically unsound, in this instance. Nowhere, 
in all of our experience have we found a more honest or conscientious 
group or organization than the Corps of Engineers. But it seems to 
be the desire of the Commission that the approval of a new and indif- 
ferent board or bureau should be a prerequisite of any development of 
a civilian nature in the building of our inland waterway system. 

Of course, if I am wrong about that, I have misinterpreted the 
Commission’s report. 

Suppose, for instance, a new bureau is created, composed of a repre- 
sentative from the Bureau of Budget, the Secretary of Commerce, the 
Secretary of Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, two individual 
engineers and a representative from the United States Corps of Engi- 
neers, and that this new bureau is charged with final approval of any 
civilian waterway development. You have another bureau—another 
board. And, you have no assurance that politics, pressure, prejudice 
or preference will not be as much a controlling factor in the decisions 
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of this new board as might be the case in the present organization. 

It seems to us entirely paradoxical that a commission charged with 
simplifying the organization of the United States Government should 
so readily recommend the creation of another bureau. 

There is one other feature that I would like to discuss briefly, and 
that is the wisdom of a policy of developing inland waterways on a 
liberal basis. ‘The Commission raises the question of using taxpayers’ 
money on projects of a local nature when such money comes from the 
populace as a whole. It is our considered claim that in almost every 
instance the development of any stream that can reasonably be ap- 

roved for use as a multiple purpose development is in the economic 
interest of the country asa whole. We need additional modes of trans- 
portation throughout the Nation. Weneedthemnow. Certainly, we 
would need them—desperately need them—in case of a national emer- 
gency. Of course, there are some inland waterways that have no 
potential with respect to water supply, electric energy or soil conserva- 
tion. Some locations try to interest the engineers in some of these use- 
less streams. However, when a river is found to possess the poten- 
tialities of a full multiple service project and is so recommended and 
approved by the Corps of Engineers, it is our claim and position that 
money spent by the Government from the taxes of the Nation as a whole 
is money well spent in the interest of the Nation as a whole. 

If you would let me, I would like to go back to this business of ap- 
proval. If I am wrong about this position, then this has no applica- 
tion, but I am senna I am right. 

I do not think the Bureau of Budget or any other executive agency 
of Government ought to be given any increased power, with reference 
to deciding what should be recommended to Congress. It is all right 
for them to say, “We have not got the money, you will have to wait 
for it”; but for them to decide the thing is right or wrong prima 
facie, I don’t think it ought to be given to the executive branch, the 
Bureau of Budget or anyone else. 

I think whatever agency is familiar with it, has studied it and 
knows it, should recommend direct to Congress about it. I know of no 
better agency than the Corps of Engineers to do that. 

You all are more interested about irrigation and soil conservation. 
I come out here because this is the only place I could get to you to 
talk about multiple purpose dams, and I certainly appreciate your 
letting me speak to you. : 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. Do you have a question, Mr. Reuss? 

Mr. Reuss. I have one question. Mr. Culpepper, you were not sug- 
gesting that the Corps of Engineers’ recommendations go directly from 
the corps through channels to the President and from the President 
to the Congress, were you? 

Mr. Cutrepper. I am in favor of keeping the present status quo of 
the thing, however, it works. As I understand, I thought the Rivers 
and Harbors Board might take a recommendation direct to Congress 
now. 

Mr. Revss. Under present procedures, it does go through the Bureau 
of Budget , which has an opportunity to coordinate the functions. 

Mr. Coxreprer. Isn’t that for the appropriation of the money, 
Congressman? Doesn’t the board make its recommendation direct 
to Congress for the approval of a project, but when Congress approves 
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it, to get the money to implement the project, isn’t the Bureau the one 
that recommends? 

Mr. Revss. Irrespective of that, of course, the Bureau that puts 
over the annual appropriations has power of life and death over such 
projects. a 

Mr. Curerrer. Yes, certainly. 

Mr. Reuss. As you know, many authorized projects languish for 
want of appropriations. 

Mr. Cutreprer. I also know full well, Congressman, individually 
and personally, just as you do, that the politically important figure 
can go to the Bureau of Budget and help get an appropriation. 

Mr. Reuss. So he could through the Water Resources Board, or 
whatever agency. 

Mr. Cuupeprer. That is right. 

Mr. Reuss. I just wanted to point out what I think are two aspects 
of your recommendation: Aspect 1, which I must say has a good deal 
of persuasion, is, that no purpose is served by setting up over existing 
bureaus such as the Bureau of Budget, a further agency doing the 
same thing, reviewing and screening projects firmed up by the Corps 
of Engineers. And aspect 2 of your recommendation is that it seems 
to me you are in favor of giving the Corps of Engineers more final 
recommending authority and less trimming of it by the Bureau of 
Budget than it now has. If so, I think, as far as I am concerned, this 
second recommendation of yours does not have the persuasion that the 
first one does. 

Mr. Cuureprer. I think you have misinterpreted, probably. There 
are two steps that are in any project. One is the approval of Congress, 
itself. That doesn’t go through the Bureau of Budget, as I under- 
stand it. We first had to get the navigation of the Chattahoochie 
River approved by Congress, then when the Corps of Engineers 
needed money to start construction, for the money they didn’t have 
to go to Congress, asked the money from the Bureau of Budget as an 
appropriation. 

Mr. Reuss. Perhaps I can resolve it by one more question. Are you 
satisfied with the present practice and procedure, whatever it be, with 
respect to the Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Budget? 

Mr. Curerrer. Comparatively, yes, sir. In other words, I don’t 
know of any suggestion I could make to improve the present 

Mr. Reuss. Your recommendation boils down to an objection to any 
change, if one be made, whereby a Bureau of Budget called the Water 
Resources Board be set up under the existing structure? 

Mr. Cuuperrer. And the others. 

Mr. Jones. Let me thank you again. 

Mr. Cureprer. I certainly appreciate your kindness. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. I have the following telegram which I wish to read: 

Today it has come to my attention that you have chosen Austin, Tex., for a 
meeting of your subcommittee to gather information about water resources. 
Texas sources have not been able fully to determine the objectives and function 
of your committee. I regret very much you did not see fit to invite the Texas 
Water Resources Committee or the Texas State Board of Water Engineers, both 
official State organizations charged with studying water problems and admin- 
istering water laws Much time and money of the taxpayers could be saved by 


an effective coordination of both State and Federal research, avoiding duplication 
and overlap of research already carefully studied by Federal and local agencies. 
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Our committee members and staff and administrators of the Board of Water Engi- 
neers are experts and would have been happy to cooperate with your committee 
if given an opportunity. Even at this late date, we will be glad to have our execu- 
tive secretary, Mr. Ed. Felder, appear before your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE PARKHOUSE, 
Chairman, State Water Resources Committee. 


Is Mr. Parkhouse here? 

(No response. ) 

Is Mr. Ed. Felder here? 

Mr. Fetper. Yes, sir. I am here. 

Mr. Jones. Do you want to testify, Mr. Felder? 

Mr. Frevper. Sir, we don’t know quite what you want. 

Mr. Jones. I will say that the committee has endeavored every way 
it possibly could to inform every State official it possibly could. We 
communicated with your governor, gave an opportunity to the State 
organization of which you say Mr. Parkhouse is the official. The 
only way this committee can do in making solicitations is to appeal to 
the highest authority you have in the State, and the committee feels 
like it has done that. It has done everything it possibly could to give 
full notice, and the committee knows no greater authority in your 
own State than the chief executive. If there are complaints from the 
official committees, I suggest you raise the complaints with the gov- 
ernor of your State. 

Mr. Frxprr. We have no complaints, sir. We are offering our 
services. 

Mr. Jones. We will certainly be glad to hear you, because this com- 
mittee, since it began and since it has been holding hearings, has not 
failed to hear anyone who cared to appear. In Lewiston, Idaho, we 
were late getting there due to transportation failure, only had half a 
day. Even then we took statements from all the people who wanted 
to give them. I want to say to the people of Texas, this is a public 
hearing; you are invited to testify. And certainly the committee 
has done everything in its power to give complete notice to public offi- 
cials of the State of Texas; and I feel like this criticism directed 
toward the committee is ill founded. 

I want to be sure the record is complete with this statement, and 
at this point the letter to the Governor of the State of Texas, which 
was sent to him on November 21 or 22, will be made a part of the record 
at the completion of my statement, as well as the reply from the Gov- 
ernor to the chairman of the committee. 

(The letter to the Governor from the committee and the reply from 
the Governor follows:) 

NOvEMBER 17, 1955. 
Hon. ALrLan SHIVERS, 


Governor of Texas, 
State Capitol, Austin, Tez. 


Sir: A hearing will be held by the Special Subcommittee on Water Resources 
and Power of the House Committee on Government Operations, of which sub- 
committee I am chairman, in Austin, Tex., on Monday, December 12. 

This subcommittee was established to study the report on water resources 
and power of the Commmission on Organization of the Executive Branch of 
the Government, known as the Hoover Commission. 

We extend to you a cordial invitation to testify before our subcommittee. 

Sincerely yours, 


Rosert E. Jones, M. C., 
Chairman, 








| 





; 
4 
3 
i 
i 
: 
a 








ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 2995 


EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Austin, Tex., November 23, 1955. 
Hon. Rosert E. JONES, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN JONES: I deeply appreciate your invitation to testify before 
the Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power of the House Coin- 
mittee on Government Operations at the hearing to be held in Austin on Decem- 
ber 12. However, I must be out of town on that date. 

I regret that I have a previous commitment as I would like very much 
to see you and and the members of your subcommittee. I am asking the State 
board of water engineers to send a representative to this hearing. 

With best regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLAN SHIVERS, Governor. 

Mr. Jones. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Felder. 

Mr. Jor Carrer (attorney). Sir, we have nothing to say. We are 
here to answer questions. We are concerned; don’t know what you 
are working for. We were not advised. If you will ask questions, 
I will be happy to answer. 

Mr. Jones. There might be questions which might arise, if you will 
be available today. I can’t anticipate the nature of the testimony 
from the witnesses which we might expect to adduce questions from. 
I want to assure you that the committee is ready, willing and able 
to hear not only your organization but every other official organization 
of the State or any citizen who wants to come forward and make a 
statement. 

Mr. Forrest L. Park, Trinity Improvement Association of Fort 
Worth? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. J. E. Sturrock, general manager, Texas Water Conservation 
Association. 


STATEMENT OF J. E. STURROCK, GENERAL MANAGER, TEXAS 
WATER CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, AUSTIN, TEX. 


Mr. Srurrock. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
J. E. Sturrock, general manager of the Texas Water Conservation 
Association, Austin, Tex. Our president, Mr. A. F. Mitchell, has told 
you that the Texas Water Conservation Association is statewide in all 
of its activities and is interested in every phase of water-resource 
development, conservation, and use; that it represents the five major 
classifications of water use, to wit: irrigation, municipal, industrial, 
navigation, and river authorities. 

The association was organized in Austin on October 2, 1944, and 
since that date it has on repeated occasions adopted resolutions, decla- 
rations of policy, and a water plan and conservation program for 
Texas, recognizing the need for a national water policy clearly defin- 
ing the role and policy of the Federal Government in the framework 
of a consistent national water policy and the coordination of Federal 
and State agencies which will progressively promote conservation and 
development of this vital natural resource of the Nation as a whole, 
as well as for States and local communities. 

I have endeavored to analyze the recommendations of the Commis- 
sion on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government 
(Hoover Commission) on Water Resources and Power in the light of 
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positions previously taken by the Texas Water Conservation Asso- 
ciation and find that a number of the recommendations concur with 
the positions previously taken by this association. 

In commenting on the recommendations of the Hoover Commission, 
I shall state the position, if any, of this association, with respect 
thereto. 


RECOMMENDATION NO. 1 


That the Congress adopt a national water policy on the following 
nine points: 

(a) That water resources should be developed to secure their opti- 
mum use and their maximum contribution to the national economic 
growth, strength, and general welfare. : 

The Texas Water Conservation Association agrees in full. 1 

(6) That water resources development should be generally under- 
taken by drainage areas—locally and regionally. 

‘The association is in general agreement with this recommendation. 
However, at its 11th annual meeting in Galveston last October, the 
association adopted resolution No. 2 reading as follows: 


Whereas efforts are being made to establish a national water policy for the 
United States based on major river basins as a unit of ground water as well as 
surface water resource development programs; and 

Whereas ground-water development and conservation are important and of 
imminent national concern; and | 

Whereas it is not practicable usually to conserve and develop ground water 
with major river basins as a unit, in view of the fact ground water is often 
found in reservoirs crossed by more than one river basin, many conserva- 
tion measures appropriate to ground water are not appropriate to surface water, 
and basic ground-water laws conflict sharply among some States touched or 
crossed by one river: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Texas Water Conservation Association recommends that any 
national water policy adopted by the Congress of the United States include the 
following framework in regard to ground water: 





NATIONAL GROUND-WATER POLICY 


Each State that has not already done so should adopt comprehensive laws, 
consistent with its established property rights, with the objectives of gathering 
data on, dissemination of information concerning, and for effectively developing, 
conserving, preserving, protecting, and recharging the ground water of ground- 
water reservoirs and/or subdivisions of such reservoirs, and, toward those ends, 
authorizing cooperation among appropriate local, State, and Federal agencies. 

(c) That the Federal Government should assume responsibility when par- 
ticipation or initiative is necessary to further or safeguard the national interest 
or to accomplish broad national objectives, where projects, because of size or 
complexity or potential multiple purpose or benefits, and beyond the means and 
the needs of local or private enterprise. Under other circumstances the respon- 
sibility for development should be discharged by State or local governments, or 
by local organizations, or by private enterprise. 


The association is in general agreement with this recommendation. 
At its sixth annual meeting in San Antonio on October 9-10, 1950, the 
association adopted a declaration of policy which has been readopted 
at subsequent annual meetings. Declaration No. 1 reads as follows: 

While the development and conservation of the water resources of the United 
States is in the national interest, the construction of works for such purposes is 
not necessarily the function of the Federal Government. On the contrary, that 
which can be done by the individual should be done by him, and that which 


requires collective action should be done at the lowest governmental level pos- 
sible. The Federal Government should intervene only and when and to the 
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extent that the collective action of all the people of the Nation is necessary to 
the orderly development of the water resources of the United States. 

The Texas Water Conservation Association is of the firm conviction that the 
extent and character of Federal Government participation in major water- 
resources programs should be: 

(a) In the case of interstate streams—affording the benefit of its experience 
in the coordination of the development programs between States through inter- 
state compact. 

(6b) Making loans and grants of funds to States, State agencies, and munici- 
palities for planning and construction of projects where necessary. There 
should be no participation or interference by the Federal Government in cases 
where the State or local agencies, or private enterprise, can and are willing to 
develop and conserve water resources. 

(c) Cooperation with and giving assistance to States, State agencies, and 
municipalities in planning multipurpose reservoirs for domestic, municipal, agri- 
cultural, industrial, and other consumptive uses; for the development of hydro- 
electric power where economically feasible and as incidental to other purposes; 
for flood control, navigation, fish and wildlife propagation, recreation, and other 
beneficial purposes, with the State and local agencies and districts having right 
to purchase the conservation storage of such reservoir projects and any power 
produced therefrom, and to control, operate, and maintain facilities for the dis- 
tribution of such purchased stored waters and generated power. 


At its 10th anniversary meeting in Austin on October 2, 3, and 4, 
1954, the association adopted a water plan and conservation program 
for Texas, in which it emphasized the need for an integrated water 
plan and conservation program which will require cooperation and 
assistance among all concerned interests including the State, State 
agencies, citizens, local communities, private enterprise, and the Fed- 
eral Government—all working together as a partnership. The 
partnership approach to water-resources development will require 
that a national water policy provide for Congress making the hereto- 
fore and usual nonreimbursables for which the Government is re- 
sponsible and should continue to be, so that when construction of 
projects by political subdivisions of a State these nonreimbursables 
will be made available through appropriation from the Congress. 
Dam sites are scarce in Texas and each one of them should be de- 
veloped to the maximum including flood control, fish and wildlife 
benefits, which are normally assumed by the Federal Government. 

(ad) That in participating in water resources and power development, the 
Federal Government, without waiving its constitutional rights, should take 
account of the rights and laws of the separate States concerning appropriation, 
use, control, and development of waters within their boundaries. 

The association agrees in part with this recommendation. However, 
it isnot strong enough. The association has repeatedly gone on record 
urging the requirement that all Federal agencies comply with State 
laws in the development and use of water resources. 

(e) That the Federal Government should provide advisory assistance to those 
local and State agencies that are undertaking water resource and power de- 
velopment projects. 

This recommendation is in agreement with 1 (c) of the declaration 
of policy of the Texas Water Conservation Association adopted at San 
Antonio in October 1950. 


(f) That before Congress authorizes or appropriates funds for Federal par- 
ticipation in any water-resource project, it should have substantial evidence 
that the project is economically justified and financially feasible, and that such 
project is essential to the national interest. 


This recommendation is supported by the declaration of policy 
adopted by TWCA in 1950. 
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(g) That one Federal agency should be made responsible for collecting and 
reviewing the adequacy of hydrologic data. 

The association has not taken a position on this recommendation, 
but has gone on record on numerous occasions as favoring an enlarged 
program of stream measurement, underground and quality of water 
investigations, and the expansion of topographic mapping program 
by the United States Geological Survey in cooperation with the State 
board of water engineers. 

(h) That all Federal agencies administering revenue-producing water resource 
and power projects should pay all cash revenues to the Treasury as miscellan- 
eous receipts, and receive an annual appropriation for cash operating ex- 
penditures. 


The association has taken no position on this recommendation. 


(i) That regulation of rates for sale of electric energy by all Federal agencies 
be vested in the Federal Power Commission. 


The association has taken no position on this recommendation. 


RECOMMENDATION NO. 2 


That without going into details, we recommend the creation of a 
Water Resource Boat upon the above basis. 

The association disagrees. In its declaration of policy adopted in 
1950, the Texas Water Conservation Association recommended that 
Congress establish a permanent commission in the legislative branch 
of the Government for the purpose of studying and making adequate 
research with respect to all matters concerned with the development, 
conservation, nell utilization of the water and land resources of the 
Nation. The association is opposed to setting up such a commission 
in the executive branch of the Federal Government, with implied veto 
powers over action and operations of the Congress. 


RECOMMENDATION NO. 3 


That the staff conducting certain of the functions of the Bureau 
of the Budget be strengthened by such professional staff as will en- 
able it to fully perform the function of the evaluation of the merits 
of water development projects presented to it for appropriations. 

The association has taken no position on this recommendation. 
jae water laws committee in commenting on this recommendation 
said: 

Some who have had dealings with the Bureau of the Budget feel that the 
Bureau is now exceeding its proper functions and usurping those of the Con- 
gress relating to water resources development. 

They contend that the power and functions of the Bureau of the 
Budget should be limited to fiscal matters as originally intended. 


RECOMMENDATION NO. 4 


That the Congress amend present acreage limitation so as to meet 
local conditions in the above manner. 

The association agrees with this recommendation. The associa- 
tion has repeatedly urged Congress to amend the land-limitation pro- 
visions of the National Reclamation Act so as to meet local conditions 
in each of the reclamation States. The land-limitation provisions of 
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the Reclamation Act were enacted primarily to facilitate settlement 
of public lands in the arid areas of the Western States, and to prevent 
speculation therein. In many projects under contemplation or con- 
struction by the Bureau of Reclamation, there is little or no public 
land, and the larger part of the area to be served consists of lands 
in private ownership for which only a supplemental water supply will 
be furnished. 

Any attempt to enforce the 160-acre land limitation provisions on 
projects which will furnish a supplemental water supply to private 
lands having an existing economy built up over a period of many 
decades in which the pattern of land ownership is the result of eco- 
nomic development created by private capital, enterprise, and initia- 
tive is unjust, unworkable, discriminatory, and confiscatory. 

In Texas, which is not a public land State, there are now under irri- 
gation approximately 6,700,000 acres of land, according to the latest 
estimates of the United States Bureau of Reclamation, developed by 
local districts and private enterprise. This includes thousands of 
acres of ricelands which cannot be cultivated to rice year in and year 
out. The better practice is to farm rice 1 year and pasture the land 
2 years. Therefore, the 160-acre limitation is wholly unworkable in 
the Rice Belt. It is equally unworkable in the Rio Grande Valley, 
the Pecos Valley, and other areas, like the ranching area where 160 
acres is not an economic unit. The average Texas farm now consists 
of 498.3 acres. 


RECOMMENDATION NO. 5 


That the revolving funds be abolished and all moneys payable into 
these funds be covered into the general funds of the Federal Treasury 
and all project funds be appropriated by the Congress. 

The Texas Water Conservation Association has taken no position 
with reference to this recommendation. 


RECOMMENDATION NO. 6 


That the construction of headwater dams in the flood-control pro- 
gram of the Soil Conservation Service be transferred to the Corps 
of Engineers. =. 

The association has taken no position with reference to this recom- 
mendation. 

Mr. Jonrs. If you want to save time, you can eliminate the reading 
of the recommendations. 

Mr. Sturrocg. I will. 

In connection with Mr. Royal’s statement about the 200 acre-feet, 
Texas recognizes both the appropriary and riparian doctrines in our 
State and provides that all projects for irrigational use get a permit 
from the board of water engineers, provided that any person making 
a structure on the land can impound not more than 200 acre-feet of 
water for livestock and domestic purposes. As to use for irrigation 
purposes, it requests him to get a permit from the State board of 
engineers. It does not prohibit the Soil Conservation Service build- 
ing 5,000-acre-feet reservoirs or 1,000-acre-feet reservoirs. But under 
the Texas law and under an agreement worked out between the Soil 
Conservation Service and the water engineers, they put the pipe in a 
dam where they only impound a few hundred acre-feet of water. They 
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don’t have to have a permit from anybody, if a man wants to con- 
struct a dam for use of livestock and domestic purposes, But if he 
uses any part of the 200 acre-feet for irrigation, he has to get a permit 
from the board. To use over 200 acre-feet they must get a permit 
from the board of water engineers, even if they use it for livestock and 
domestic uses. To impound any more than 200 acre-feet in the sedi- 
ment bowl, then they have to get a permit. There is no legal limit on 
the dam or how much water retardation structures may impound, if 
it = for permanent storage, being put in use under the Texas water 
code. 
RECOMMENDATION NO. 7 


This association has taken no position on this recommendation. The 
water laws committee, in commenting on recommendation No. 7, said: 

This huge backlog of authorized projects is brought up every time anyone goes 
to Washington seeking a new authorization and, therefore, your committee feels 
recommendation No. 7 is important to this association. 

Mr. Chairman, I talked to Congressman Teague and Congressman 
Jones. Congressman Dondero issued a statement he was going to 
try to get the deadwood out of authorized projects on his next trip to 
ope I talked to the Congressman, and he said he would find 
it a hard task, that it was not going to pass Members of Congress, that 
they have got the projects authorized and didn’t want to take them off 
the authorized list. 

J think that is at least my reason why our association has not taken 
a stand on that. 


RECOMMENDATION NO. 8 


That is on water-use taxes. The association has taken no position 
on this recommendation. 

Mr. John Fullbright, president of the Interwater Canal Associa- 
tion, called me and said he could not be here, but he wanted me to tell 
the committee that the Intercoastal Canal Association of Louisiana 
and Texas were unequivocably opposed to that recommendation and 
also opposed to any policy that would effect the good work being done 
by the Corps of Army Engineers. I am conveying that much detail. 

The executive vice president of the Intercoastal Canal Association 
in Washington will furnish the committee with the resolutions adopted 
by that organization. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. 


RECOMMENDATION NO. 9 


The association has taken no position with reference to this recom- 
mendation. 


RECOMMENDATION NO. 10 


The Texas Water Conservation Association is opposed to the ex- 
penditure of public funds for the construction of fuel electric generat- 
ing plants, and transmission lines in areas which are now being effi- 
ciently served at reasonable rates by private power companies and 
public agencies of the State. Duplication of such plants and trans- 
mission lines by the Federal Government is a waste of public funds 
and serves no useful purpose. 
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RECOMMENDATION NO. 11 


The Texas Water Conservation Association is in agreement with 
this recommendation. 


RECOMMENDATION NO, 12 


The Texas Water Conservation Association has taken no position 
with reference to this recommendation. However, it has repeatedly 
gone on record in opposition to the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration. 

The association has continually opposed the Southwestern Power 
Administration which was created by Executive order of the President 
to meet a war emergency, and continued as a permanent agency of the 
Federal Government by an administrative order of the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

The order creating SPA defines its area as comprising the States 
of Arkansas and Louisiana, that part of the States of Missouri and 
Kansas lying south of the Missouri River Basin, and east of the 98th 
meridian, and that part of the States of Texas and Oklahoma, lying 
east of the 99th meridian and north of the San Antonio River Basin. 
This area covers practically the same area as embraced in the proposed 
Arkansas Valley Authority bill by former Representative Rankin, 
of Mississippi. 

The original “comprehensive plan” of the SPA called for the ulti- 
mate expenditure of more than $200 million in building a mammoth 
network of transmission lines, paralleling practically every existing 
line in the Southwest and constructing fuel electric generating sta- 
tions in an area already adequately served by existing private and 
public utilities. 

SPA has been unable to get Congress to provide funds in a sufficient 
amount and fast enough to carry out its “comprehensive plan” to 
control the power resources of the Southwest, so SPA has negotiated 
agreements with the Rural Electrification Administration whereby 
REA funds are expended to set up “super” steam electric generating 
and transmission cooperatives. Under this plan these cooperatives 
sell all their power and lease all their transmission facilities to SPA. 
This is a deliberate plan to make funds appropriated to provide elec- 
tricity to unserved rural persons, and to use these funds to accomplish 
vee objectives for which Congress has so far failed to appropriate 

unds. 

The Texas Water Conservation Association deplores the effort to 
make permanent a creature of Government designated to meet a war 
emergency and thereby attempt to inculcate principles, procedures, 
and policies for the peacetime economy without specific authorization 
of Congress. 

There are potential conservation and reclamation and flood-control 
projects in Texas, some of which are proposed by State agencies, the 
feasibility of which depend on varying amounts of power revenues, 
but if the potential market in the Southwest is supplied by Federal 
steam plants, Federal transmission systems, as proposed by SPA, 
many of such projects will prove nonfeasible which would otherwise 
be feasible. 
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There is absolutely no need for extending the Southwestern Power 
Administration to other public power developments, either presently 
operated or proposed. These have already been interconnected, or are 
susceptible of interconnection with public systems without the unneces- 
sary waste of Federal funds to provide power markets. In this con- 
nection, to show the complete integration of the public and private 
systems in Texas, the Texas Power & Light Co., which provides the 
Texas outlet for SPA power, is interconnected with the Lower Colo- 
rado River Authority (a State agency) and also with the Brazos 
River Authority system (a State agency). The Lower Colorado River 
Authority is, in turn, interconnected with the San Antonio Public 
Service system (a municipally owned system), the Houston Lighting 
& Power system, the Central Power & Light system, and the West 
Texas Utilities Co. system. Thus, SPA now has direct outlets for all 
of its power, and can, by the displacement plan of moving power from 
one system to another, in effect, supply power to any area within the 
Southwest without the construction of a costly transmission system. 

Twelve investor-owned electric utility companies of Texas, at the 
end of 1954, had 136 generating stations, which accounted for 4,533,- 
369 kilowatts, or slightly more than 82 percent of the total capacity 
of the State. Musiaeatty owned powerplants accounted for 563,451 
kilowatts, or approximately 10 percent of the electric power capacity 
in Texas. Federally financed projects accounted for 424,380 kilowatts, 
or approximately 8 percent of the power supply. Of the power pro- 
duced at federally financed projects, 337,380 kilowatts were from 
hydroelectric plants, and a major portion of this capacity was sold 
to privately owned electric utility companies of Texas. 

The 12 investor-owned electric companies added 845,000 kilowatts 
in 1954, and 6 of this same group of companies plan to boost the total 
Texas supply in 1955 by an additional 714,000 kilowatts. Municipally 
owned plants reported that they were adding 70,500 kilowatts in 1955. 
These additions will bring Texas power supply at the end of 1955 to 
a total in excess of 6,300,000 kilowatts. 

The State agencies now generating hydroelectric power can absorb 
into their systems all the power to be generated at dams under con- 
struction or to be constructed by the Corps of Engineers, and in 
the opinion of the Texas Water Conservation these State agencies 
would be willing to reimburse the Federal Government for the cost 
of the power facilities of these projects and to operate and maintain 
them in conjunction with their own system under the rules and regu- 
lations prescribed by the Federal Government. What power the State 
agencies were unable to distribute, the private utilities could and would 
handle. Such an arrangement would permit the further development 
of Texas rivers and streams by local State agencies, thus making the 
storm and flood waters now wasting into the Gulf of Mexico available 
for all beneficial purposes. 

Therefore, the Texas Water Conservation Association opposes any 
further appropriation by the Congress for the use of the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration in constructing, purchasing, or otherwise 
acquiring transmission systems and fuel-generating plants, and vig- 
orously protests such agreements as those entered into by the Rural 
Electrification Administration and SPA and urges the orderly liquida- 
tion of said SPA. 
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In 1953, more than 90 percent of Texas farms had electric energy, 
and Texas led the Nation with the number of electrified farms, accord- 
ing to the Rural Electrification Administration. The percentage of 
electrified farms has increased during the past 2 years and there is 
absolutely no need for SPA in Texas. 

On recommendations 13 and i4, no action has been taken by the 
association. 

Mr. Jones. Doesn’t it naturally follow that local liquidation of SPA 
would also call for liquidation of the Tennessee Valley Authority 

Mr. Sturrock. Mr. Chairman, TWCA is opposed to the Tennessee 
Valley. 

MrJ onEs. Would you be opposed to the Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration as well as the Tennessee Authority ? 

Mr. Srurrock. Yes, sir; utterly opposed to Federal valley authori- 
zations. 

Mr. Jonrs. Do you oppose them for reasons that they are not eco- 
nomically feasible and could not accomplish their objectives, or on 
the basis of politics or philosophy ? 

Mr. Sturrock. On philosophical grounds. We think if, as recom- 
mended by some bills that have been introduced in Congress, where 
they said we should have 9 Federal authorities embracing all the 
United States, you would have a Government composed of 9 regions 
rather than 48 States and take the control and development of re- 
sources out from Congress or even from local people. We have State 
authorities 

Mr. Jones. Do you know of any local sovereignty that has been 
lost by the people in the State of Tennessee by virtue of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority ? 

Mr. Sturrock. Well, there are a lot of statements that private 
industry puts out. That was set up primarily for flood control and 
navigation. It has now become—its principal operation is develop- 
ment of power. 

Mr. Jonzs. It has accomplished an objective of setting up, gen- 
eration and sale of power, as well as control of navigation ? 

Mr. Sturrock. We think it has taken the control out from under 
the local people. We think water resources belong to the people 
and should be developed as nearly by local levies as possible. 

Mr. Jones. I will ask you again, What local sovereignty has been 
lost by the people of Tennessee ’ 

Mr. Sturrock. I could not name those specifically. 





RECOMMENDATION NO, 15 


The association has no expressed policy on these recommendations. 

The water laws committee in commenting on recommendations 
9 to 15, inclusive, dealing with every phase of private and public 
power, commented as follows: 


The water laws committee is in general agreement with the above-numbered 
recommendations relating to private and public power. However, with respect 
to recommendation No. 15 (a) “That private enterprise be offered the opportunity 
to provide the capital for the electrical component of multiple-purpose dams 
and dispose of the power through their own systems,” the committee feels that 
any private utility providing the capital for the electric component of multiple- 
purpose dams should be required te contribute to the cost of the project on the 
basis of the value of the power to be produced rather than on the basis of 
cost of the electric component. 
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I join President A. I’. Mitchell, in commending the Commission 
on Organization of the Executive Branch of Government and its Task 
Force on Water Resources and Power for the very exhaustive study 
they made and for the detailed and factual reports thereon. 

I also join President Mitchell and beg leave of the committee to file 
a supplemental statement following the January 7, 1956, meeting 
of our board of directors, executive board, and water laws commit- 
tee, setting forth the position of the Texas Water Conservation Asso- 
ciation concerning the overall recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission. 

In conclusion I wish to emphasize that water is the No. 1 problem 
facing the people of Texas today. 

In order to solve this No. 1 problem, the State must have a strong 
program on water resource development and conservation to sup- 
port the progressively expanding demands of its increasing popula- 
tion, its agricultural, municipal, and industrial development. ‘To do 
the job adequately there must be an integrated plan for the entire 
State and construction of works necessary to implement such plan. 

Extensive and detailed engineering and economic investigations 
will be required, including topographic mapping, stream flow meas- 
urement, underground and quality of water surveys, and investiga- 
tions of all actual and potential sources of water supply. 

Within the broad expanse of Texas, with 10 major river systems, 
the average annual rainfall ranges from less than 9 inches at KE] Paso 
to 55 inches near the Louisiana State line. Thus, there is in Texas, 
between humid east Texas and arid west Texas, all the water prob- 
lems that can confront any people. Therefore, formulation and im- 
plementation of an integrated water plan and conservation program 
for the entire State will require cooperation among all interests con- 
cerned, including the State, State agencies, citizens, local communi- 
ties, private enterprise, and the Federal Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity of appearing before 
your committee. 

I would like, on behalf of the West Texas Chamber of Commerce to 
say that Mr. Fred H. Husbands, executive vice president and general 
manager, called me yesterday and said he would be unable to be here 
and asked that I submit a statement on behalf of the West Texas 
Chamber, which embraces 132 county regions in west Texas. 

(A supplemental statement from J. E. Sturrock follows :) 

Texas WATER CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, 
Austin 11, Tex., January 17, 1956. 
Hon. Ropert E. Jones, IJr., 
Chairman, Special Committee on Water Resources and Power Committee 


on Government Operations, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear CoNGRESSMAN : Enclosed is supplemental statement to the one I pre- 
sented at the public hearing held by your committee in Austin, Tex., on December 
12, 1955. 

I enjoyed visiting with you while you were in Austin and look forward to 
having the pleasure again soon. 

Most respectfully yours, 
J. E. Sturrock, General Manager. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF J. BE. Sturrock, GENERAL MANAGER, Texas WATER 
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, AUSTIN, TEX. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, at the public hearing held by 
your committee in Austin, Tex., December 12, 1955, Mr. A. F. Mitchell, president 
of the Texas Water Conservation Association, and I asked leave of the commit- 
tee to file a supplemental statement following the January 7, 1956, meeting of 
our board of directors, executive board, and water laws committee, setting forth 
the position of the Texas Water Conservation Association on recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission on Water Resources and Power not covered in our state- 
ments at the Austin, Tex., hearing. 

The board of directors, executive board, and water laws committee of the asso- 
ciation held a joint meeting in Austin, Tex., on January 7, 1956, and again re- 
viewed the recommendations of the Hoover Commission on Water Resources and 
Power, the recommendation of the water laws committee, and the statements 
presented by Mr. A. F. Mitchell and I, before your committee at public hearing 
in Austin on December 12, 1955, and took the following actions: 

1. Approved recommendations of water laws committee which was covered in 
my statement at the Austin, Tex., hearing, and particularly the following state- 
ment of the water laws committee with reference to recommendation No. 2: 

Some who have had dealings with the Bureau of the Budget feel that the 
Bureau is now exceeding its proper functions and usurping those of the Con- 
gress relating to water-resources development. They contend that the power 
and functions of the Bureau of the Budget should be limited to fiscal mat- 
ters as originally intended. 

2. Approved statements presented by A. F. Mitchell, president, and J. B. Stur- 
rock, general manager, of the Texas Water Conservation Association, at public 
hearings in Austin, Tex., December 12, 1955. 

3. Approved recommendation No. 6 of the Hoover Commission “That the con- 
struction of headwater dams in the flood-control program of the Soil Conservation 
Service be transferred to the Corps of Engineers,” and particularly, dams and 
reservoirs to impound in excess of 50 acre-feet of water. 

4. Went on record as opposing recommendation No. 8 “That Congress authorize 
a user charge on inland waterways except for smaller pleasure craft, sufficient to 
cover maintenance and operation, and authorize the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission to fix such charges.” 

This statement is supplemental and complementary to the statements presented 
by A. F. Mitchell and J. E. Sturrock at public hearing in Austin, Tex., December 
12, 1955. 


Mr. Jones. We have the statement of the West Texas Chamber 
of Commerce and it will be made a part of the record. 


STATEMENT OF FRED H. HUSBANDS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
AND GENERAL MANAGER, WEST TEXAS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
ABILENE, TEX. 


With the problem of water resources on its very first agenda, the 
West Texas Chamber of Commerce was formed in 1918 to represent 
all segments of commerce, industry, and agriculture in a 132-county 
region of west Texas. The board of directors, meeting in Abilene, 
headquarters of the organization, on December 9 this year, authorized 
the following statement in support of recommendations of the Com- 
mission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government. 

So that at the outset the attitude and philosophy of our organiza- 
tion toward intergovernmental relations might be clearly understood, 
let it be said that paragraph (c) of the Commission’s recommenda- 
tion No. 1 on water resources and power fairly represents our think- 
ing. This is— 

That the Federal Government should assume responsibility when participa- 


tion or initiative is necessary to further or safeguard the national interest or 
to accomplish broad national objectives, where projects, because of size or 
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complexity or potential multiple purposes or benefits, are beyond the means or 
the needs of local or private enterprise. Under other circumstances the re- 
sponsibility for development should be discharged by State or local govern- 
ments, or by local organizations, or by private enterprise. 

In the matter of intergovernmental relations, our organization holds 
the belief that self-reliance is a cardinal virtue which results in re- 
taining the maximum of responsibility and functions of government 
at levels closest to those governed. 

On January 2, 1953, the report of our State’s Governor’s Commit- 
tee on Water Conservation was published. It included a section on 
“Recomendations for a Texas Water Policy With Respect to the Fed- 
eral Government.” The West Texas Chamber of Commerce, endors- 
ing those recommendations, incorporated them in its report of June 
1955 to the President’s Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. 
We should like to file a copy of our report with you as part of this 
testimony and to direct your attention to pages 12 through 15 under 
“Water Resources Development.” 

Of the recommendations by the Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government, the West Texas Chamber 
of Commerce specifically supports recommendations Nos. 1, 4, 5, 9, 
10, 11, and 15. 

It has been reliably reported that in previous hearings you gentle- 
men have been subjected to listening to statements from impractical 
theorists whose methods for distortion and confusion of facts have 
included scrambling task-force recommendations with the final recom- 
mendations of the Commission. We should like to make clear that we 
address our statement of support to recommendations of the Commis- 
sion as numbered above, not to recommendations of the task force. 

Tn conclusion we want to pay tribute to the pepe who have so ably 
performed this great service to the Nation through their study and 
work which has led to these practical recommendations, and to thank 
you for this opportunity to present this statement. 

Mr. Sturrock. I also have a statement from Guy C. Jackson, Jr., 
president, National Reclamation Association, who was also unable to 
be here and asked that I file this statement on behalf of the National 
Reclamation Association. 

Mr. Jones. That statement of Guy C. Jackson will also be made a 
part of the record. 

(A letter from Mr. Husbands to the chairman of the subcommittee 
and a booklet submitted with the letter, the statement of Mr. Jackson 
and a communication from Mr. Sturrock received after the close of 
the hearing follow :) 

WEst TEXAS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Abilene, Tex., December 10, 1955. 
Hon. Ropert BE. JONEs, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power of the 
House of Representatives Government Operations Committee. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN JONES: We are pleased to submit the attached statement 
to you and the committee through the good offices of Judge J. E. Sturrock, gen- 
eral manager of the Texas Water Conservation Committee. 

Thank you for this opportunity for our organization to make known its views 
about the recommendations of the Hoover Commission. 

Very truly yours, 
Frep H. HUSBANDS, 
Executive Vice President and General Manager. 
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A PROGRAM FOR BETTER FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS 


Advocating allocation of certain tax sources to the several States; discon- 
tinuation of Federal grants-in-aid in certain programs which can be handled 
best at the State level; a policy for a better Federal Government. Recommended 
for the consideration of the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Presi- 
dent Dwight D. Eisenhower, and Members of the 84th Congress by the West Texas 
Chamber of Commerce, Abilene, Tex. 


CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BILL OF RIGHTS——ARTICLE X 
RIGHTS OF STATES UNDER CONSTITUTION 


“The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitu- 
tion, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people.” 


To the Commission on Intergovernmetal Relations, President Dwight D. Hisen- 
hower, and Members of the 84th Congress: 


The West Texas Chamber of Commerce wishes to commend the President and 
the Congress for wisdom and foresight in creating the Commission on Intergov- 
ernmental Relations. 

We believe that this Commission, with the help of a constructive Congress, can 
make a profound contribution to the preservation of our economic system as 
envisioned by our Constitution. 

It is our sincere hope that our brief résumé of facts and opinions will be 
helpful in determining those governmental functions which properly belong to 
each level of government and that it will help lead to action returning to the sev- 
era States the responsibilities and privileges which are rightfully theirs. 

Very truly yours, 
Ray GRISHAM, 
President, West Texas Chamber of Commerce. 
JUNE 1955, 
HIGHLIGHTS OF FEDERAL GRANTS IN TEXAS 


1. For the fiscal year ending August 31, 1954, the Federal Government paid 
State and local governments in Texas in excess of $167 million, principally in 
6 functional areas—public welfare, education, highways, health, agriculture, and 
employment security administration. 

2. Whereas in 1941 the funds received from the Federal Government repre- 
sented 17.4 percent of the State’s total revenues, this percentage had by 1954 
increased to approximately 21 percent, and the amount of funds received had 
increased from $32 million in 1941 to more than $167 million in 1954. 

3. A comparison of the amount of Federal taxes emanating from Texas with 
the amount of Federal grants-in-aid received by Texas shows that the State, like 
most of the others, suffers a direct monetary loss in the exchange. 


Taste A.—Federal grants to Texas (1941-49) 


[Amounts in thousands] 





| | 
Fiscal year Public | Employment} 


| 

ending Total Welfare Schools a Health | Security Ad- ee | Other 

Aug. 31 , SE ministration —*" 
Sens seuss $32,136 | $12, 691 $5, 407 | $9,062 | $1, 264 $2, 148 $1, 429 $13 
Oe ak ‘ 42, 267 22, 490 7, O11 7, 997 | 1, 692 1, 492 1, 430 175 
Beiecitece~nanees 47, 740 25, 421 6, 395 | 10, 984 | 1, 947 | 1, 032 | 1, 828 | 133 
Giese dcs ei; § 41, 568 25, 868 4, 782 | 4, 837 2, 904 | 985 | 1, 969 293 
ees. | 40,600 | 26, 667 3, 144 3,049} 4,011 | 1,145 2, 402 182 
weer oe 7,097 | 29,138 1,472) 7, 487 3, 528 3. 054 2 248 170 
Mls xeugyouased 84, 099 45, 167 7, 252 21, 222 2, 541 5, 211 2. 408 298 
DOs cnrcagkninn sxe, Geen 50, 119 6, 137 32, 999 | 2,177 6, 916 | 2, 352 616 

6, 2, 104 4, 443 2, 381 750 


5,081 | 27,932 


Pee wécgusntenys 110, 939 | 67, 081 











Source: U. 8. Bureau of the Census 


70818—56—pt. 15-6 
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THE West Texas CHAMBER OF COMMERCE RECOMMENDATIONS IN BRIEF 


1. ALLOCATION OF TAX SOURCES 


The Federal Government should withdraw from the field of tax sources prop- 
erly belonging to the States and their local political subdivisions. Irrespective 
of any reduction in Federal grants-in-aid to the several States, the Federal Gov- 
ernment should remove itself from the following tax fields: Estate and gift 
taxes, gasoline tax, tax on lubricating oil and vehicular accessories such as tires 
and tubes, excise taxes on public utility services, admission and amusement taxes, 
tax on coin-operated amusement devices, tax on lease of safe-deposit boxes. 


2. THE TEXAS HIGHWAY PROBLEM 


There is a wide divergency of opinion on whether Federal grants-in-aid for 
highways in Texas should be expanded, discontinued, or modified. Seemingly, 
the predominant feeling at the moment is that Federal aid should be continued 
at least on interstate highways. We advocate a continuing examination of this 
problem to determine the proper scope for each level of Government operation 
with the objective of eventual discontinuance of all Federal aid for highway 


purposes. 
3. UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION AND EMPLOYMENT SERVICE ADMINISTRATION 


Each State should be left with the discretion to determine its own program 
within the bounds of a sound national policy. We advocate a 100 percent offset 
credit against the Federal unemployment tax and urge the discontinuance of 
administrtaive grants from the Federal Government for the operation of State 
employment offices. 

4, PUBLIC EDUCATION 


We advocate continuation of the educational process as basically and pri- 
marily the responsibility of the several States and their political subdivisions 
and opposition to further encroachment of the Federal Government into the 
educational process either by increased Federal monetary assistance or by 
regulation. 

5. PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS 


We believe that Federal grants-in-aid and other participation in the field of 
health should be restricted to research, consultation, and solution of interstate 
problems, and that the many grants should be consolidated into a single general 
health grant. 

6. PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 


Federal aid for certain programs of public assistance should be discontinued, 
such as aid to the blind, aid to dependent children, and aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled. The financial burden of old-age assistance program should 
be shifted to the old-age and survivors insurance program by expanding the 
coverage and reducing the period required for qualification. 


7. LABOR-MANAGEMENT LEGISLATION 


The authority of the several States to enact and enforce their own labor- 
management laws should remain inviolate and the Federal Government should 
not attempt to preempt this privilege by design in Taft-Hartley or amendments 
thereto. 

8. INTERSTATE COMMERCE 


The ambiguous commerce clause of the Constitution relating to interstate 
commerce should be defined clearly by Federal statute in order to prevent the 
future expansion of central Government control. 


9. INTERNATIONAL COMMITMENTS 


The people of the several States should not continue to be subjected to expro- 
priation of their rights and privileges under State constitutions and laws by 
virtue of international treaties and/or agreements executed by the executive 
branch of the Federal Government. 
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10. WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT 


The development of the water resources of streams and rivers wholly within 
the State of Texas is the primary responsibility of this State. The development 
of the water resources of interstate streams and rivers can be accomplished 
best through the establishment of interstate compacts administered by a com- 
mission appointed by the governors of the States concerned and staffed by the 
nearest division of the Corps of Engineers. 


11. PLATFORM FOR A BETTER FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


The Federal Government should modernize its operations; stop competing 
with private business, return as many government functions as possible to State 
and local governments and reduce Federal taxes as expeditiously as possible. 


RECOMMENDATIONS IN DETAIL 
1. ALLOCATION OF TAX SOURCES 


The tax coordination problem can be understood only as it is related to the 
larger problem of coordinating the activities and the finances of the Federal, 
State, and local governments. With modern developments in transportation and 
communication, the economic and social boundaries of communities have widened. 
The Federal, State, and local governments have developed a joint interest in 
public education, health, highways, welfare, and other services, and their spend- 
ing and taxing activities have overlapped more and more. Incomes, sales, invest- 
ments, and other taxable objects have taken on an interstate or even a national 
character as the corporation has evolved with the growth of private enterprise. 
In the rivalry of governments for revenue, the taxes on these objects have become 
increasingly onerous, complicated, and inequitable. With a better coordinated 
system of public expenditures and revenues, it should be possible to conduct 
governmental activities more efficiently at a lower cost and with more uniform, 
convenient, and equitable taxation. 


A. The interest of business in taw coordination 


The proper coordination of Federal, State, and local taxes is vitally important 
to business, whether it be local or interstate, corporate, or noncorporate. As our 
numerous governments have imposed many new taxes, not only has the tax load 
increased but tax compliance problems have multiplied and tax discriminations 
have arisen that penalize concerns doing business over wide areas, because of 
differences in taxes and tax administration in the various taxing jurisdictions. 
The tax burdens on business have become heavier because of the expansionist 
policies in public spending and also because of the inefficient methods of raising 
revenue. 

Instead of meeting the problems of tax coordination in a manner that will 
preserve popular government at the State and local level, there has been, until 
recently, a tendency to yield to expediency and centralize more authority at the 
Federal level. A national tax is uniform in its application over the country and 
does not require the compliance cost and inconvenience that arise when a similar 
tax is imposed by numerous State and local governments. One may be inclined 
to think, therefore, that the nationalization of taxes upon sales, incomes, invest- 
ments, and property transfers at death is the easy way out of our tangle of un- 
coordinated taxes. But the nationalization of taxation is bound to mean the 
nationalization of public spending, with its great risks to democratic institutions 
and free enterprise, as well as higher and higher taxes. Better tax coordination 
should not be purchased at a price that would endanger our institutions and our 
fiscal stability. The road to centralization, if history means anything, is likely 
to be a one-way street that can be traveled in only one direction. 

B. The requisites of a sound taxz coordinating program 

The essential elements of a soundly conceived and practicable program of 
Federal, State, and local tax coordination appear to be fourfold. 

I. It must be conductive to popular government and the effective overall 
working relationship of the Federal, State, and local governments. 
II. It must be consistent with free enterprise and other traditional Amer- 


ican institutions which must be preserved if our country is to be strong 
and prosperous. 
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III. It must permit provision for the necessary revenues to finance essen- 
tial Federal, State, and local government services. 

IV. It must raise these necessary revenues in the most equitable, efficient 
and convenient manner possible within the framework of representative 
government, without a dangerous centralization of authority in Washington. 

The tax coordination program advocated here is, in our opinion, consistent 
with these basic requirements. It is no panacea for the complicated relationships 
of our numerous units of governments, which will remain as a continuing prob- 
lem. It is only an outline of certain major problems and suggested solutions for 
them, and not a detailed blueprint. But the program advocated here will not 
sacrifice the State and local governments to a centralizing Federal Government 
that seeks ever more power. In our opinion, it will help to strengthen and pre- 
serve popular government and free enterprise while making the necessary cost of 
government more equitable and bearable. 


C. Separation of certain revenue sources is proposed. 


If it were feasible, it would be desirable to have each level of government 
supported entirely by its own independent revenues. In this way, the over- 
lapping of taxes by different levels of government would be eliminated. But 
because of the limitation of revenue sources at the local level and the com- 
mon interest of the different levels of government in many of the public 
services, it is not practicable to unscramble completely the overlapping revenues 
and expenditures of our governments. On the other hand, certain revenues may 
wisely be reserved for the use of each level of government, with attendant 
advantages to both the taxing governments and the taxpayers. 

They are: 

(a) Some exclusive Federal taxes—customs duties, tobacco taxes, avia- 
tion fuel taxes, payroll taxes for old-age insurance. 

(b) Some exclusive State taxes—motor vehicle fuel and lubricant taxes, 
general sales and gross income taxes, death and gift taxes. natural resource 
taxes, taxes on corporate capital, payroll taxes for unemployment insur- 
ance. 

(c) Some exclusive local taxes—Property taxes, per capita taxes. 

(ad) Certain concurrent revenue sources (Federal and State)—income 
taxes, alcohol excises, aviation licenses. 

(e) Certain concurrent revenue sources (State and local)—alcoho! license 
taxes, admissions taxes. 


2. THE TEXAS HIGHWAY PROBLEM 


In the interest of both national defense and interstate commerce the Federal 
Government is concerned with construction of interstate highways. Yet, the 
problem arises as to how these highways should be financed. Our organization 
believes that they should be paid for by the respective States from revenue pro- 
duced by highway user taxes and that these taxes should be levied by the States 
and not by the Federal Government. There is every reason to believe that every 
State would cooperate in the event of a national emergency, and certainly no 
State has a desire or authority to restrict interstate commerce. We therefore 
contend that whatever money should come to Texas by virtue of grants-in-aid 
from the Federal Government should: be money obtained by the Federal Govern- 
ment from tax sources other than gasoline and excises on automotive products. 

A new problem is facing Texas today. This problem has resulted because of 
the Federal Government’s new highway policy. Through the past few fiscal 
years, Texas has received from the Federal Government amounts approximating 
$35 million annually in grants-in-aid. Under the new Federal highway policy, 
Texas is scheduled to receive approximately $52 million. This increase in Fed- 
eral aid means that Texas must match these Federal funds; but money is not 
readily available. New or additional taxes will have to be levied if Texas is to 
obtain these Federal funds. 


In 1952: Texas taxpayers paid Federal gasoline and excise taxes_. $126, 000, 000 
Mederal G10 SeCltyOG 105. LORE sens mnie amsweplennn~mibseas 80, 000, 000 


Amount used by Federal Government and not returned to 


FE antstncttessnperannetse deb scleanmnecintatadiedl ignites ebnlelunvnmaiesebé 96, 000, 000: 


We therefore recommend that the Federal Government withdraw from the 
gasoline tax field and leave this field as an exclusive tax field for the several 


States. 
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3. UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION AND EMPLOYMENT SERVICE ADMINISTRATION 


At the time of the passage of the original Social Security Act it was doubtful 
whether the Federal Government could constitutionally carry on a program of 
unemployment compensation. This caused the national act to be drafted in such 
a way as virtually to force the States into adopting an unemployment compensa- 
tion system which would meet federally established standards. The Federal act 
provided for a 3 percent tax on payrolls to be paid by employers of eight or 
more persons. The tax was to be treated by the Federal Government as general 
account receipts and in no way segregated or earmarked. If, however, an 
employer participated in a State plan which satisfied the standards set by the 
national legislation, he could offset the State tax up to 90 percent of the Federal 
levy. Thus, after the States complied, the actual payroll tax due the Federal 
Government was three-tenths of 1 percent instead of the original 3 percent. 
Left to the States’ discretion were such things as the amount and time period of 
benefits, the length of time a person must be a part of the labor market to be 
eligible for benefits, the amount of earnings necessary to establish eligibility, the 
sort of base period to which such earnings must apply, and whether experience 
rating provisions are to be used in the system. 

Title III of the Social Security Act of 1935 provided for “Grants to States for 
Unemployment Compensation Administration.” For constitutional reasons the 
grants were not earmarked to be made from the three-tenths of 1 percent Fed- 
eral tax collection. But the implication was clear that this portion of the total tax 
was meant to be utilized for the purpose of defraying administrative costs of 
unemployment compensation. These payments to the States are not grants-in-aid 
in the usual sense of the term. They are not matched, but instead are direct 
payments for the administration of a program which was federally inspired but 
not federally operated because of doubtful constitutionality. 

So far as the Lone Star State is concerned, the only source of funds for defray- 
ing the administrative costs of the Texas Employment Commission is from funds 
paid by this Federal grant. The United States Bureau of Employment Security 
makes the allocation to Texas on a contingency basis. In doing so, it takes into 
consideration such operational factors as the work loads in the various function- 
ing categories of the Texas commission, the number of initial claims, the number 
of continued claims, the number of benefit payments, the number of placements, 
the number of proficiency tests given, and other commission activities. A unit time 
compensation is then estimated for each type of function on the basis of past 
experience. To the total time estimates there is applied an average hourly rate. 
The result is the computed direct money cost of the program. ‘There are then 
indirect money costs resulting from nonmeasurable operations of the commission 
which are customarily expressed as percentages of the direct costs. The esti- 
mates thus determined are then sent to the Bureau of Employment Security for 
approval. On the basis of this approval, payments are made out of funds appro- 
priated by Congress for this purpose. 

The amounts returned to the State for performing the administrative functions 
of employment security are far short of the total three-tenths of 1 percent tax 
which the Federal Government collects from Texas employers for this purpose. 
During the 4-year period ending June 30, 1949, Texas employers paid $29,431,872 
to the Federal Government for this program; yet, during this same period only 
$13,924,054 was returned to the State. Thus, during the 4-year period Texas 
employers paid to the Federal Government $15,507,818 which was never returned 
to the State for the purpose for which it was collected. This unreturned balance 
exceeds the actual amount returned by more than $15 million. It has been esti- 
mated by the executive director of the Texas Employment Commission that from 
the date of the program’s inauguration until 1949, Texas employers had paid to 
the Federal Government $70 million more than had been returned to the Texas 
Employment Commission. The State auditor, in a report to the Governor and 
legislature of Texas, summarized the situation as follows: 

“Thus it appears that either the commissions of some other States are being 
operated at the expense of Texas, or the Federal Treasury gains at the expense 
of this State.” 

Additional nonmatched payments were also made to the Texas Employment 
Commission for the administration of the veterans’ readjustment allowances. 
These payments were strictly reimbursements for commission activities in carry- 
ing on a direct Federal program, and the Texas Employment Commission was held 
to extremely rigid accounting of reimbursements to which it was entitled. 





3012 ORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT 


TABLE B.—Federal unemployment tag collections and obligations for administra- 
tive expense, for selected States for the fiscal years 1938-50 





t ! | 
| | Average em- | Expense as per- 
State and rank Tax collections | inti |ployer contribu-| cent of tax 
big iiins anes tion rate, 1952 collections 





Percent Percent 

es 8 eee a ed $2, 076, 000 | $3, 245, 000 | 1. 53 156. 3 
Su Deere oii. ki oe 2, 260, 000 3, 206, 000 | 1. 83 141.9 
NN iit narnia os ktihs Soins 7, 851, 000 | 9, 680, 000 | 1. 26 123. 3 
pO tilted el bel cia | 4, 153, 000 | 4, 886, 000 | 1. 76 117.6 
8; Wow Musie. 2.22.2... 2.. 222. 3, 394, 000 | 3, 982, 000 130 | 117.3 

Average for United States_.......-- 4 ocbdenapeipaec sll |- bi ahenn wikis 1.45 isl: eeal 
Ch COIN a ctiictane cepts nica dns 45, 545, 000 19, 971, 000 1. 85 | 43.8 
Oy Scant ectee ora ce cece tnes cen 60, 426, 000 | 25, 653, 000 .74 42 
GD. WH ihc hist sei cde cli 45, 630, 000 17, 866, 000 . 90 39. 2 

CROs cso re calcd. ideas ontn(d do bide deen 141, 736, 000 54, 036, 000 1.14 38.1 
Fe ctterensswiinntiessseersonars | 161, 431, 000 60, 513, 000 1.10 | 37.5 

| 





The above table shows the 5 States which, through 1950, received the largest 
excess of Federal grants over administrative taxes paid the Federal Government, 
ee also the 5 States which received the smallest grants in relations to taxes 
pai 

If the Federal Government eliminated grants for administrative costs and 
employers were allowed a 100 percent offset credit against the Federal unem- 
ployment tax, most States could provide for their own administrative expenses 
with a tax of less than the present three-tenths of 1 percent Federal tax. Even 
those few States currently receiving more than is being produced by the three- 
tenths of 1 percent tax could provide for their own administrative costs with 
combined rates less than those now paid in many of the other States. 

Each State should be left with the discretion to determine its own program 
within the bounds of a sound national policy. More specifically, each State 
should determine its own eligibility requirements, adequacy of benetits, dura- 
tion of benefits and factors which disqualify recipients. A uniform national 
law for all States should be opposed. This is true since uniform national stand- 
ards would inject undesirable rigidity into the system and remove control of 
the system from those closest and most competent to evaluate the program. 

We advocate a 100-percent offset credit against the Federal unemployment 
tax and urge the discontinuance of administrative grants from the Federal 
Government for the operation of State offices. 

We further recommend that the practice in some States of charging benefits 
to the general State reserve rather than to the individual employer’s accounts 
be discontinued and not permitted to expand to other State systems since this 
practice would adversely affect employer participation in the program, thereby 
weakening the positive effect of experience rating which has proved to work 
so successfully as an incentive. 


4. PUBLIC EDUCATION 


Public education in Texas is supported by all levels of Government—Federal, 
State, and local. All 3 levels make substantial contributions to educational 
activities, and all 3 cooperate with one another in the administration of various 
programs from the elementary to the college level. The national Government’s 
aid to schools consists of six programs, some of them being supplementary to 
others. These 6 programs aid the State and local school authorities in Texas 
in supporting 4 types of educational activities: 

(1) vocational education below the college level and teacher training for 
this program, (2) vocational rehabilitation for adults, (3) school lunches, and 
(4) the operation of 2 colleges of agricultural and mechanical arts (1 for 
whites and 1 for Negroes). 

We recommend an examination of the school lunch program and the program 
of Federal assistance to agricultural and mechanical colleges with the view in 
mind of eventually eliminating Federal aid. 
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5. PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS 


Maternal and child-health aids, disease control, mental and general health, hos- 
pital survey and consultation 


With the increasing mobility of the population, the health of one section of the 
Nation has become the concern of the entire Nation. As a result, the Federal 
Government has undertaken the above activities in order to help the people of 
the several States. We realize the importance of this problem, yet we recom- 
mend that, insofar as possible, the several States be left to assume to the fullest 
extent practicable the responsibility for financing the above programs. It is 
recognized and admitted that the Federal Government has a legitimate interest 
and concern in the health in the States and Territories, particularly in matters 
pertaining to research, consultation, and problems connected with the interstate 
movements of our population. 

Therefore, we recommend that grants-in-aid be consolidated into a single gen- 
eral health grant so as to permit each State to achieve maximum benefits in 
terms of local needs. 

We believe the most effective manner of assuring improved health for the people 
of the various States is through a locally administered program. This should 
be done with a minimum of Federal regulation and, in each State, through coordi- 
nated and unified administration of all programs. We do not at this time desire 
to recommend a distinct division of responsibility, but this question should be 
the subject of periodic review. 


6. PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 


Old-age assistance, aid to the blind, aid to dependent children, aid to the perma- 
nently and totally disabled 


In addition to old-age retirement provsions, the Social Security Act of 1935 
included provisions for Federal financial assistance for unemployment and public 
health. While these programs necessitated a high degree of cooperation between 
the State and Federal Governments, wide discretion was left with the several 
States in defining eligibility requirements and other standards which are impor- 
tant in determining the costs of such programs. 

Under the public assistance program, the Federal Government shares, within 
specified limits, in the cost of benefits for three categories of needy persons. 
These are the aged, the blind, and dependent children. The definition of need 
for assistance under these programs is left to the States, and each State deter- 
mines such things as how much property a person may own or income a person 
may receive and still be eligible for old-age assistance benefits. Nor has any 
attempt been made by the Federal Government to specify the responsibility of 
relatives or whether a State may take a lien on the property of aged recipients. 
The Federal law does not specify the amount of assistance the State shall provide 
in any case or upon what basis. (See table A.) 

These public assistance programs represent the largest segment of Federal 
grants-in-aid to Texas. (See table A.) 

In 1950 a program of Federal aid to permanently and totally disabled indi- 
viduals was included. These programs have expanded annually, in spite of the 
original contention that they would dwindle as social-security benefits increased. 

We believe that each of these public assistance programs can be administered 
most efficiently at the State level. This is in harmony with the sound principle 
that the responsiblity for raising funds to finance a program should be vested in 
that level of government which spends the money and supervises the program. 
Payments of benefits under these programs should eventually decline because of 
recent congressional action in reducing eligibility requirements and increasing 
coverage and benefits of the old-age and survivors insurance program. This 
should reduce the number of applicants to such a point that each State can and 
should finance and administer its own public assistance program. 

The following abbreviated table indicates the variances in the administration 
of this program. In Louisiana, for example, 62 percent of the aged population 
receive old-age assistance, whereas in Virginia only 8 percent are drawing benefits. 
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TasLe C.—Federal payments to selected States for old-age benefits in 1952 





Ratio of 
Number of Old-age Federal 
State aged assistance oo grants to 
population recipients population State 
Percent 
I ee 193, 000 121, 000 62 $42, 900, 000 
CN ec tc sacs eee ect eee 236, 000 , 000 40 24, 800, 000 
Wee, cette iL Sil Si Ae 557, 000 218, 00 39 60, 200, 000 
isk i ies panned debnoueuceees 149, 000 000 18 6, 400, 000 
ae eee tael cetera Rirmmene tala * 804, 000 109, 000 14 35, 300, 000 
SE oc csacegee cece bated tence noe 381, 000 43, 000 ll 12, 500, 000 
POR Son bis hae saa ai 230, 000 18, 000 8 3, 800, 000 


7. LABOR MANAGEMENT RELATIONS 


We believe that the citizens of the several States recognize the wisdom and ne- 
cessity of certain Federal legislation as being necessary to provide for the common 
welfare. They likewise feel that local problems can be solved best at the local 
or State level. This is particularly true in the field of labor-management legis- 
lation such as Taft-Hartley. We therefore recommend an amendment to the 
Taft-Hartley Act to provide that nothing contained in this act shall be con- 
strued as limiting the right of any State to give effect to any of its State 
statutes or the common laws pertaining to labor-management relations unless 
the Federal statutes expressly provide for the nullification of State laws. 


8. INTERSTATE COMMERCE 


Various Federal bureau interpretations of the interstate commerce clause of 
the Constitution have served to extend Federal Government power and control 
to virtually every phase of business in America. We therefore urge a clear- 
cut, across-the-board statutory definition of “interstate commerce.’ This would 
help immeasurably in eliminating the misunderstandings which exist now. We 
also request future elimination of the practice of including in virtually every 
piece of Federal legislation the ambiguous phrase ‘affecting commerce.” 


9, INTERNATIONAL COMMITMENTS 


The people of the several States cannot retain their liberty, freedom, and 
security if they are being subjugated constantly to international treaties 
and executive agreements which supersede, nullify, or subvert their local and 
State constitutional guaranties. We therefore advocate the following general 
policy in order to prevent encroachment upon the constitutional liberties of the 
citizens of the State of Texas. 

1. No provision of a treaty or of an executive agreement that alters or abridges 

1. No provision of a treaty or of an executive agreement that alters or 
abridges the Constitution of the United States shall become effective un- 
less such alteration or change is embodied in a constitutional amendment 
adopted and ratified in the manner provided in the United States Consti- 
tution for amending. 

2. No provision of a treaty or of an executive agreement that alters or 
abridges the rights provided by the laws of the United States or the con- 
stitutions or laws of the several States shall become effective unless and then 
only to the extent that Congress shall so provide. 


10. WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT 


In 1952, Gov. Allan Shivers, a member of the Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, appointed a Governor’s Committee on Water Conservation in Texas. 
Our organization has worked closely with this committee since its inception, and 
we subscribe to its findings. 

We believe that the conservation and development of the water resources of 
streams wholly within Texas are the primary responsibility of the State of Texas. 
Development of the water resources of interstate streams, we believe, can best 
be accomplished through interstate compacts administered by a commission 
appointed by governors of the States concerned and staffed by the nearest appro- 
priate division office of the Corps of Engineers. 
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A subcommittee of the Governor’s Committee on Water Conservation developed 
Recommendations for a Texas Water Policy With Respect to the Federal Govern- 
ment. This report was adopted by the whole committee and published on 
January 2, 1953. Its recommendations are, as follows: 

“The subcommittee, through meetings, correspondence, and conferences with 
representatives of several Federal agencies, has studied the many complex prob- 
lems involved in the establishment of a proper relationship between State and 
Federal agencies engaged in activities relating to the conservation, control, and 
utilization of our water resources. 

“The subcommittee finds that the increased and widespread activities of the 
Federal Government in water resources development makes necessary the estab- 
lishment of a sound policy with reference to these activities if an adequate and 
comprehensive program of development is to be obtained and State ownership of 
its water resources is to be retained. 

“The subcommittee has found that some 26 agencies, operating under 4 sepa- 
rate departments and 2 independent bureaus of the Federal Government, are 
either engaged or interested in the many phases of water resources development. 
It was not possible for the subcommittee, in the time allocated, to consider in 
detail the interest and activities of ali these agencies. Accordingly, the subcom- 
mittee has confined its studies to those agencies which are the most active in 
the field of water conservation within the State. Recommendations made herein 
with respect to general policy and policy with respect to these more active 
agencies should establish a policy which can be applied to all other agencies. 

“Recommendations of the subcommittee, pertaining to all Federal agencies, 
may be summarized as follows: 

“(a) The policy of the State of Texas with reference to activities of all 
agencies of the Federal Government affecting water resources should be founded 
upon the basic principle of State ownership and control of the water resources ; 

“(b) The provision of water for municipal uses should be the responsibility 
of local governmental agencies and no Federal agency should undertake projects 
primarily for municipal water supply until it has been determined that the 
problem is beyond the capability of local or State agencies; 

“(e) The State of Texas, through its State board of water engineers or similar 
State agency charged with the development of the State’s water resources, should, 
through adequate planning, be in a position at all times to inform the Federal 
Government and its agencies of the State’s interest in any proposed Federal 
project. (This will require an inventory of the water resources and the develop- 
ment, by the State, of sound comprehensive plans in all river basins for the 
development of these resources.) Such action by the State will tend to prevent 
confusion as between the State and Federal agencies ; 

“(d) Ownership of lands within the State does not vest in the United States 
any preferential rights for the use of water on such lands. All use of water by 
the Federal Government on land owned within the State should be in accordance 
with State laws; 

“(e) The States should oppose any attempts by the Federal Government to 
adopt the philosophy of the 1950 report of the President’s Commission on National 
Water Policy ; 

“(f) Federal law requires the Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, 
and the Secretary of the Department of the Interior to submit their reports on 
water projects to the governors of affected States for recommendations prior to 
the transmittal of the reports to the Congress, and the recommendations of the 
governors are included in he reports. This Federal law should be amended to 
include the flood-control projects of the Department of Agriculture. Further, the 
reports of all of these agencies should be submitted by the governor to the State 
board of water engineers for study and recommendation. The State board of 
water engineers should hold public hearings on the reports to permit an expres- 
sion of the views of all affected persons prior to making its recommendations to 
the governor. 

“Recommendations of the subcommittee on activities of the Federal agencies 
studied are summarized in the following paragraphs. 


1. Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army 


“The Corps of Engineers, United States Army, was the first Federal agency 
to engage in activities in Texas that affect water resources. It has been active 
in matters relating to navigation since the earliest days of statehood and in 
flood control and allied purpose projects since the assumption of Federal respon- 
sibility for flood control in 1936. The Corps of Engineers has developed the 
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sea level harbors and waterways of Texas which have contributed greatly to 
the State’s economic development. Since 1936, the Corps of Engineers has investi- 
gated and has completed, or is presently constructing, many projects for flood 
control and water conservation. The corps, in all its past activities, has recog- 
nized State ownership of water resources, 

“With respect to activities of the Corps of Engineers, the subcommittee makes 
the following recommendations : 

“(a) The State should cooperate with the Corps of Engineers in the develop- 
ment of projects for flood control and navigation ; 

“(b) Dam sites are limited, and optimum storage for the conservation of water 
should be provided in all Corps of Engineers flood control projects and, in order 
to assure this, the State, if necessary, should guarantee the cost of such conser- 
vation storage; 

“(c) Conservation storage so provided in Corps of Engineers projects should 
be covered by contracts which establish rights in perpetuity of the State or local 
agencies to the storage facilities ; 

“(d) The basis for payment by the State or local agencies for conservation 
storage in United States Corps of Engineers flood control projects should be 
determined prior to the authorization of the project and set forth in the con- 
gressional act of authorization ; 

“(e) For navigation projects involving the use of fresh water, the State 
should require that such use should be subject to the priority of water use as 
now provided by State law. 


2. United States Bureau df Reclamation, Department of the Interior 


“The Bureau of Reclamation was created under the National Reclamation Act 
of 1902, by the Congress, to facilitate the settlement and development of the 
public land States of the West. The original Reclamation Act did not apply to 
Texas, but was amended in 1906 so as to make it applicable. Texas is not a 
public land State and some of the provisions of the National Reclamation Act 
of 1902, as amended, are unworkable and unsuited to the condition of this State 
and, as a result, the Bureau has accomplished very little in Texas. To enable 
the Bureau of Reclamation to function properly in the development of irriga- 
tion projects in Texas, the subcommittee recommends that Texas seek further 
amendments of the National Reclamation Act so as to— 

“(a) Eliminate the automatic authorization of projects by the Secretary of 
the Interior ; 

“(b) Eliminate the open-end, or service, type of contract permitted under 
section 9 (e) of the Reclamation Act of 1939 ; 

“(c) Eliminate economic control over projects of water users by the Secretary 
of the Interior, now authorized under section 6 of the Reclamation Project 
Act of 1939; 

“(d) Eliminate the 160-acre land limitation provision of the Reclamation Act. 


$8. Soil Conservation Service, Department of Agriculture 


“The Soil Conservation Service, in carrying out its responsibility for soil 
eonservation and flood control, cooperates fully with the soil conservation dis- 
tricts which are political subdivisions of the State of Texas. The subcommittee 
considers this cooperation, resulting in local control of soil conservation activ- 
ities, to be an outstanding example of decentralization of governmental powers 
and authority. 

“The subcommittee believes that a sound program of soil conservation is an 
essential part of any comprehensive plan for development of water resources 
and recommends that the State support, in every way, the present soil conser- 
vation program now being carried forward by the soil conservation districts 
and the United States Soil Conservation Service. 

“In the flood-control program, authorized by the 1939 Flood Control Act, the 
Soil Conservation Service is constructing flood retention basins, or reservoirs, 
in addition to the usual measures of terracing, stripcropping, and other prac- 
tices designed to retard runoff. Plans for these reservoirs are worked out 
in cooperation with the local soil-conservation districts. The Soil Conservation 
Service, as a voluntary matter of cooperation with the State, submits plans 
for the reservoirs to the State board of water engineers for review and com- 
ment. The Soil Conservation Service considers it to be the responsibility 
of the property owners on whose lands reservoirs are located or the soil- 
conservation districts to obtain the necessary State permits for the construction 
and impoundment of water. These projects, as presently being planned, in 
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addition to storage for the temporary retention of floodwater, include perma- 
nent storage of water and storage for future accumulations of silt, which will 
store water for many years. In many instances, this total permanent storage 
exceeds that reasonably needed for domestic and livestock purposes and will 
result in unnecessary losses of water through evaporation. The subcommittee 
feels that such a program of reservoir construction, if not properly supervised 
by the State, could result in a reduction of the State’s limited supply of water 
during critical dry periods. In order to prevent this, the State should require 
strict compliance by private landowners and soil-conservation districts of the 
existing State law which requires State approval and a water permit for all 
reservoirs proposed to impound water permanently in excess of 50 acrefeet. 
(Changed to 200 acre-feet by the 53d legislature, State of Texas.) 


4. United States Geological Survey, Department of Interior 


“The United States Geological Survey is an agency devoted exclusively to the 
collection, correlation, and publishing of data for the use of others. Its interest 
in water resources development is to collect pertinent data and make it avail- 
able to Federal and State agencies and all other interested parties. 

“If any soil and water resources conservation program is to yield maximum 
benefits at the lowest possible costs, its planning and construction must be based 
on adequate and reliable data. Therefore, the State of Texas, through the State 
board of water engineers has, for many years, carried on a program of stream 
measurement, and underground and quality of water investigations in the 
State, in cooperation with the Geological Survey. 

“Reliable streamflow records have been obtained on the major streams, but 
records on smaller tributary streams and along the headwaters of major 
streams are alomst wholly lacking. 

“Topographic maps are also a basic necessity in any soil and water conser- 
vation program. Unfortunately, only about 15 percent of the area of Texas is 
adequately mapped at the present time. 

“Texas should favor an enlarged program of stream measurement, under- 
ground and quality of water investigations, and topographic mapping in cooper- 
ation with the United States Geological Survey. 


5. Federal Power Commission 


“Under the Federal Power Act, now in effect, before a State, State agency, 
or other State public body, including any municipality, can construct a power 
dam across a navigable stream, it is required to obtain a license from the Federal 
Power Commission under which the Government reserves the right, after 50 
years, to recapture the dam and powerplant at its net investment value, which, 
in practically all cases, would be zero, because the projects would be fully 
depreciated in a lesser period than 50 years. Thus, the State, State agency, 
or other public body would be forced to surrender dams and powerplants con- 
structed by them to the Federal Government for no consideration. 

“Such provisions are inequitable to the States and their agencies, and the 
State should seek amendment of the Federal Power Act in the following par- 
ticulars: 

‘‘(a) So that neither a State nor a State agency, nor any public entity created 
under State law, shall be required to file with the Federal Power Commission 
a declaration of intention to construct a dam across a navigable stream unless 
the Department of Defense shall have first determined that such structure will 
materially and adversely affect the actual navigability of the stream; 

“(b) Under any circumstances in which a State, or its agency, or any 
public entity created under State law may be required to file such declaration 
of intention and later an application for license, the license, when issued, shall 
contain no provision for the recapture by the Federal Government of such 
publicly owned licensed project. 

“The State agencies now generating hydroelectric power can absorb into 
their systems all the power to be generated at dams now under construction 
or to be constructed by the Corps of Engineers, and these State agencies would 
be willing to reimburse the Federal Government for the cost of the power 
facilities of these projects and to operate and maintain them in conjunction 
with their own system under rules and regulations prescribed by the Federal 
Government. What power the State agencies were unable to distribute, the 
private utilities could and would handle. Such an arrangement would permit 
the further development of Texas’ rivers and streams by local State agencies, 
thus making the storm- and floodwaters now wasting into the Gulf of Mexico 
available for all beneficial purposes. 
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“The subcommittee finds no problem in the relationship between the State 
and the Federal agencies of such an acute nature as to justify stopgap legis- 
lation. Rather, it feels that the recommendations contained in this report should 
be used as a guide on policy by the State and its agencies and should be con- 
sidered in the drafting of a new and adequate State water code. 

“In conclusion, the subcommittee feels that it cannot emphasize too strongly 
that the establishment of a satisfactory and sound relationship between the 
State and the Federal Government preserving the State’s ownership of the 
water resources is dependent upon the assumption by the State of the responsi- 
bilities of such ownership.” 


11, PLATFORM FOR BETTER FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


1. The Federal Government has become too big. More government does not 
make for better government. 

2. The Federal Government is still taking too high a percentage of the national 
income. All branches of the Government must make substantial reduction in 
expenditures. Only 5 years ago our grossly inflated Federal budget was under 
$40 billion; now it is over 50 percent higher. Then, the military was spending 
at the rate of $12 billion a year; now it is spending over 3 times as much. 

3. The Federal Government should be modernized and its operations put on 
an efficient, businesslike basis. Services of doubtful necessity should be elimi- 
nated. 

4. Congress should not yield its constitutional powers to anyone. It should 
retain control of all Government expenditures. Its committees should be 
properly staffed so that it can handle its workload more expeditiously. A strong 
Congress insures a continuation of our representative form of government. 

5. The Federal Government, to be soundly financed, requires a taxing system 
which exacts from each individual and business unit an equitable share of 
the total burden, and safeguards the incentives of individuals to earn and 
invest and of industry to produce and expand under a free-market economy. 

6. Business-type enterprises owned and/or operated by the Federal Govern- 
ment which compete with private enterprise should be liquidated or transferred 
to taxpaying private ownership. 

7. As much of the Nation’s Government as possible should be restored to our 
townhalls, our county courthouses, and our State capitols, because in local self- 
government lies the real strength of our free institutions. Not only should 
Federal intrusion into State and local affairs be resisted, but our States and 
communities should see that their services to the public are performed adequately 
and well and that the necessary State and local taxes are provided to finance 
them. 

8. The Federal Government should withdraw from the use of tax sources 
properly belonging to the States and their local subdivisions. At the same time, 
all Federal grants-in-aid programs now carried on should be carefully reviewed, 
and reduced or eliminated, thus relieving the Federal budget of continuing 
expenditures which more properly belong to our State and local governments. 

9. Federal property not necessary in the performance of Government functions 
should be returned to local tax rolls to better enable State and local governments 
to support their public services. 

10. Congress should promptly review all Federal subsidies now provided so 
that such subsidies may be curtailed and all the Federal control attached 
to them brought to an end. 
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STATEMENT OF GUY C. JACKSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, ANAHUAC, TEX. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Guy C. Jackson, 
Jr., of Anahuac, Tex., president of the National Reclamation Associ- 
ation, an association composed of representatives and water users of 
the 17 reclamation States embracing the western half of the United 
States. 

The National Reclamation Association has pioneered in national 
water policy and for many years has had a water policy committee 
devoting its time to working on such a policy. Naturally, the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission on Water Resources and Power 
were referred to this committee. 

The committee endeavored to analyze the recommendations in the 
light of positions previously taken by the National Reclamation As- 
sociation, which have been stated over the years through resolutions 
adopted at its annual conventions. 

In its report to the annual convention of NRA in Lincoln last 
October, the committee commented on each of the 15 recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission. It agreed with some of them, disagree- 
ing with others. The report of the ‘water policy committee was 
adopted by the association at the Lincoln convention. I understand 
that a copy of this report has already been given this committee and 
I shall not take the time of the committee and further burden the 
record of this hearing with a detailed discussion of the report of the 
committee and its recommendations. 

I would like, however, to emphasize some points which are of vital 
concern to the Western States and to the Nation as a whole. 

We are interested in the increasing number of public and private 
organizations which have concluded that water is the major con- 
trolling factor in the present and future national economy. 

These organizations view it as imperative to the economic future of 
the United States that a clear policy for the control and distribution 
of all water supplies, making certain that all persons and interests 
are equitably and adequately served, be adopted by the Congress. 

The Hoover Commission’s declaration for a national water policy 
is basic. A number of its recommendations concur with positions 
previously taken by the National Reclamation Association. Others 
we are compelled not only to disagree with, but to urge that the Con- 
gress review the entire subject adding to its consideration the forth- 
coming report of the Cabinet Committee, and other reports, obtaining 
views and widening public understanding throughout the country, in 
order to arrive ultimately at a national water policy fundamental for 
the Nation yet adjustable to the constantly changing local and regional 
situations. nile ; 

However, the National Reclamation Association submits that the 
recommendations proposed by the Hoover Commission does not con- 
stitute an adequate basis for national water policy. The report 
touches the letter but misses the spirit of reclamation in a national 
water policy. We must protest these recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission which, if adopted, would permit the Federal Govern- 
ment to dodge its responsibilities in reclamation, while at the same 
time properly saddling those responsibilities upon the State and local 
interest. There is an ominous outlook for the future of reclamation 
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in the proposals that the revolving fund be abolished and that power 
be separated from reclamation, its revenues to be paid into the Federal 
Treasury. There is violated the axiom that a project should benefit 
from all of its values including power. 

We wholly disagree with the implication in the Hoover Commission 
report that reclamation is an unjustified subsidy shouldered by the 
Nation’s taxpayers. Reclamation costs are in fact being diligently 
repaid; even the nonreimbursables are being recovered. Crop values 
now in the neighborhood of $1 billion a year have many times returned 
the cost. Income and property taxes collected in vast sums from the 
former desert have compounded the returns. People on the reclaimed 
land are among the Nation’s important customers for the products 
of industry and the transactions of business. 

The association stands upon the principle that the Congress must 
have the primary responsibility in the authorizing of projects. The 
association opposes the conferment on or assumption by an executive 
officer or department of a veto power over proposed or authorized 
projects. 

We regret an obvious penchant to relegate Congress to a subordi- 
nate position in the authorization of reclamation; nor do we like the 
idea of reducing the Bureau of Reclamation and the Army engineers 
to an inferior status in construction. This in favor of a new untried 
superimposed agency vested with authority now exercised by the Con- 
gress in controlling construction now handled by the established 
agencies of the Federal Government. 

If there is to be an agency created by Congress to advise it on water 
policy, such an agency should only be created after implicit care for 
continuity of essential land and water development by the present 
construction agencies. 

Again, if there is to be an agency it should be created by the Con- 
gress to advise it on water policy rather than to have a board estab- 
lished in the executive department with implied veto powers over the 
actions and operations of the Congress. 

Every effort should be made to foresee and meet the necessities of 
the future. 

Research and investigation should be conspicuous in national organ- 
izations for land and water development. 

The effectiveness of any future program will also depend upon 
congressional clarification of the comparative rights and authority 
of State and Federal laws roan a use of water. 

We agree that feasibility should fully tested, that it must be 
remembered that the high cost of modern projects 1s more than bal- 


anced by the high cost borne by settlers in building homes, churches,. 


and schools, highways, businesses, and enterprises, not to mention 
the cultivation of the land and the harvesting of crops, and in the 
paying oftaxes. The test of feasibility should not only be the amounts 
the settler is able to return coupled with contributions from the 
revenues of power, but the indispensable place of irrigated agricul- 
ture in the balanced economy of a district, a State, or a river basin. 
Reclamation undertaken with loans from the Federal Government 
and constructed by Federal agencies, has no different status than other 
enterprises similarly financed and built. Reclamation is a release 
for private enterprise and a foundation for sound economic growth. 
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Historically, it would not have been done without the Government, 
nor will it be continued without Government participation along with 
local and State cooperation. An admirable summary of the founda- 
tion of Government in reclamation is to be found in the report of 
the Task Force on Water Resources and Power by the task group on 
reclamation and water supply, page 666 of volume 2. Said the task 
group: 

The water policy of the Federal Government with respect to irrigation has 
slowly evolved into one which can be described as follows: 

1. Construction of works for the irrigation of public or private lands is a proper 
responsibility of the Federal Government, 

2. Such construction is to take place in accordance with State laws and with 
recognition of State interests. 

3. Water resources are to be developed to the fullest possible extent and on 


a comprehensive and coordinated basis. 

4. The generation and sale of electric energy or other revenue-producing opera- 
tion is required to make the development self-supporting and financially feasible 
although water users are required to repay irrigation capital cost to the limit 
of their financial ability. Operation and maintenance costs are to be fully 
reimbursable. 


5. Development is to take place under restrictions that will provide for family- 
sized farms and that will prevent speculation in land values. 


6. The reclamation program is to be a continuing program, not one of individ- 
ual project construction, whose objective is the development of the arid regions. 

7. Although water users are to pay a portion of the capital cost of irrigation 
development, they shall not pay interest. In addition there will be a develop- 
ment period, if necessary, between the time when an important portion of the 
project is completed and water can be furnished and the time when repayment 
on the capital obligation begins. 

I have given you a general summary of the views of the National 
Reclamation Association with respect to national water policy as ex- 
pressed in the report of the water policy committee and in resolu- 
tions approved at our Lincoln convention last October. For the asso- 
ciation’s views on specific recommendations of the Hoover Commission, 
I respectfully refer you to the report of the water policy committee 
of the National Reclamation Association which has been filed with 
this committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the privilege of appearing before your 
honorable committee. 

Mr. Jones. The subcommittee will recess at this time until 2 p. m. 

(Whereupon, at 12:45 p. m., the hearing was recessed until 2 p. m. 
of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Jones. Dr. Paul Weaver, we would like to have you next. 
Mr. Weaver. It is just plain Paul Weaver. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL WEAVER, PROFESSOR OF GEOLOGY AND 
ASSOCIATE OF THE WATER RESEARCH AND INFORMATION 
CENTER, AGRICULTURAL AND MECHANICAL COLLEGE OF TEXAS, 
COLLEGE STATION, TEX. 


Mr. Weaver. I would like to make a brief statement, which I have 
mimeographed, but I will just give you the highlights, if I may, in- 
stead of the full statement at this time. 

I wish to repeat for the benefit of the committee some comments on 
recommendation No. 1 (g) of the Hoover Commission, which is as 
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follows: “That one Federal agency should be made responsible for 
collecting and reviewing the adequacy of hydrologic data.” 

I wish to comment upon this clause in regard to underground water 
which is very little mentioned in the report of the Commission an 
which, I think, deserves attention because of its vast scope. 

I think it will be sufficient to say that between 17 and 20 percent 
of water taken for every use in the country is from underground, that 
on the farms that proportion is 80 percent. And the total amount of 
water resources in volume underground that we have is known already 
to be greater than all of the water which is in our surface reservoirs or 
lake, including in them the Great Lakes. 

Now, underground water is part of hydrology, which is mentioned 
in this recommendation. And in this subject of hydrology we have 
many different headings: rainfall, runoff, infiltration, transpiration, 
evaporation, and percolation in time and place. All these subhead- 
ings pertain to the movement of water. 

The collection of data for each of them is being made by many spe- 
cialists in many bureaus of the government at this time, and I feel that 
it should be recognized that the kind of information that is needed 
for use is properly assigned to certain Government bureaus where those 
specialists are today. 

I would also like to raise this question: Is it not a proper charge 
upon the beneficiaries of the use of this water to collect the data, to 
interpret it and to make it practicably usable? 

I want to cite a particular case in my own neighborhood. <A bureau 
of the Federal Government, in this case the United States Geological 
Survey, has highly trained people who spend a large part of their 
time measuring the depth of water in wells adjacent to wells belonging 
to the city of Houston. The Federal Government pays half and sells 
the city the other half. Should it not be rather a charge on the water 
department of the city, which has a budget of $14 million, to collect 
this information, to assemble it and to use it? 

I, therefore, submit to you that in most cases the information so col- 
lected is for a beneficiary at the place. However, there are a number 
of waters underground, which sometimes cross interstate boundaries 
or cause what is known as interchange with surface waters and may 
so become impressed with a Federal interest. I submit that only in 
these cases should the responsibility and should the collection of data 
be upon a bureau of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Jones. When would you determine when a Federal interest was 
involved? After the survey was made or before? 

Mr. Weaver. In many cases that has already been ascertained, as, 
for example, we know the loss of water in the banks of our streams 
underground; we know the rng from which water comes under- 
ground. Wealready have that information. It is vital to know about 
stream runoff, to have that information. 

Mr. Jones. You have given us the example of the city of Houston. 
Suppose in the other counties of Texas they are not as fortunate as 
Houston to have $14 million available. What would you recommend 
in those cases ? 

Mr. Weaver. I have made this as the point, if the well will have pro- 
duced such quantities of water as is a source of revenue, and that is 
generally a case where a technical problem presents itself, that the 
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man who is the beneficiary of the use of that water can and should 
pay for the working out of plans for its maintenance. 

Mr. Jones. Since you have a tremendous State in area and other- 
wise, then you would limit Federal participation to around and in the 
vicinity of State lines, with contacts with the State of Texas? 

Mr. Weaver. Well, even in that case, perhaps it could be handled, 
the surface streams, as an interstate compact. 

Mr. Jones. What you suggest is for the Federal Government to 
vacate participation in making hydrologic studies of States, as polit- 
ical divisions 

Mr. Weaver. Except as a contractor. 

Mr. Jones. And what is the basis of your recommendation that the 
Federal Government should not interest itself in the water problems 
of the State? y ; 

Mr. Weaver. No; I do not believe that. I believe this: That the 
value of the water is so great that the water user must have the neces- 
sary sanctions imposed upon him to carry out conservation studies and 
conservation practices. 

Mr. Jones. All right. Your logical thinking as to making hydro- 
logic data, if it were to become effective, then means the Federal Gov- 
ernment would cease to interest itself in navigation, flood control, 
and all other such problems? 

Mr. Weaver. Well, I am concerning myself only with the field of 
which I have made studies, that is cae water and, possibly, 
its effect upon navigation. 

Mr. Jones. The effect upon the beneficiary, if we are going to be con- 
cerned with the ability of the beneficiary and his role as a beneficiary, 
then you would apply that to flood control and say the people in the 
lower Mississippi River Basin don’t want a flood, it is a local prob- 
lem, therefore, the people of Mistienppi and Louisiana should con- 
struct their own flood protection works ? 

Mr. Weaver. I don’t say that is exactly the same, because the under- 
ground water is not doing any damage until it is badly used. The 
river can do damage whether used or not. 

Mr. Jonss. You are testifying concerning the beneficiary. For in- 
stance, you have a metal plant over at Baton Rouge which uses ap- 
proximately 150 million gallons of water, and they do no injury to 
the water, they put it back, yet they are the beneficiary of the water. 
Since they are the beneficiary, should there be participation to the ex- 
tent that they benefit in the water of the Mississippi in flood protec- 
tion works and other related works on the Mississippi River ? 

Mr. Weaver. I think, if their use of the water can only be obtained 
by having these works, I think certainly they ought to pay water 
use of some kind. 

Mr. Jones. Then you would naturally conclude if the user of 
water pays in certain cases the beneficiary is also the shipper, who 
pays for the navigation works; that would be a reasonable conclu- 
sion, based on the analysis you made on hydrologic data? 

Mr. Weaver. I don’t think it is the same as underground water. 
Underground water is on a specific track. These others are inter- 
related through long distances. I don’t think it is quite the same 
as underground water, which is what I wanted particularly to point 
out. 
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Mr. Jones. Also, let’s take an example, getting down to facts on 
a particular project: Supposing the Bureau of Reclamation has a 
project that will provide irrigation, don’t you think it would be nec- 
essary for the Department of Interior to make the exploratory work 
on subterranean water supply for the fellow who would build the 
dams to provide a supplemental source for irrigation? 

Mr. Weaver. Yes, but if a cooling system is necessary I think it 
should be done—— 

Mr. Jones. If we follow your suggestion, he is not interested unless 
he uses it and has the other qualification you mentioned, then the 
Bureau of Reclamation could not be charged with the responsibility 
of making inquiry into subterranean water supplies. 

Mr. Weaver. Well, there is the connection in many places between 
the surface and underground waters. 

Mr. Jones. Would that take it out of the exceptions you have 
established in your testimony ? 

Mr. Weaver. I think so, because this is a situation, where your 
floodwater is coinfiltrated or artificially recharged, where you take 
floodwaters from a river and spread them over part of the benches 
along river valleys so they go into the ground and become under- 
ground water, but they came out of the river. 

Mr. Jones. Who is the beneficiary of the recharge? The fellow 
who takes the water out of the ground? 

Mr. Weaver. That is right. 

Mr. Jones. Then he should pay for those projects? 

Mr. Weaver. I should think so. But he could not take the water 
unless he had a permit; it is a part of the river’s volume. 

Mr. Jones. Kren't you suggesting that this committee of the Fed- 
eral Government forget its interest in subterranean water supplies? 

Mr. Weaver. I don’t think that. I think you should continue to 
have technical men. But I think, where they work on a particular 
piece of ground, that the work that is done should be paid for by the 
people who enjoy the water use. 

Mr. Jones. Why would it be necessary for the Federal Govern- 
ment to keep technical assistants or people employed for the pur- 
pose? Why don’t they go out and get independent prologiete and 
other folks who make a specialty of that type of work, rather than 
the Federal Government employing agencies for a speculative use 
for some community ? 

Mr. Weaver. Well, there just aren’t people who have qualified 
themselves. 

Mr. Jonrs. You would not want to have an agency full of techni- 
cal specialists sitting around waiting for someone to call on them? 
Or, supposing the State of Texas or the city of Houston would 
say they don’t want to use the specialists. What would they be doing 
during that time? You would have to establish the maximum extent 
to which they might be needed for anything that may happen uni- 
versally throughout the country. 

Mr. Weaver. Well, I still don’t believe they should have the re- 
sponsibility of all the problems of the wells. This is the point. It is 
planned in Texas to have 37,000 irrigation wells. Should the Fed- 
eral Government have the responsibility of taking care of all those 
wells? 
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Mr. Jones. No, but you say you are commenting on item (g) of 
recommendation 1, that one certain agency should be made responsible 
for the collection and reviewing the adequacy of hydrologic data. 

Mr. Weaver. Yes. 

Mr. Jonrs. You say that should come to pass, but in addition to 
that you say the Federal Government should get out of the business 
of collecting that data. 

Mr. Weaver. I think, insofar as it refers to underground water, I 
would say yes. 

Mr. Revss. On this point, Dr. Weaver, as I understand your 
testimony, you suggest that the people who live on top of a particular 
aquifer or underground water formation ought to pay for the collec- 
tion of hydrologic data regarding that underground water supply. 
By whom ought it to be done? By some Federal agency rather than 
the United States Geologic Survey ? 

Mr. Weaver. By the immediate administrative authority over those 
wells. 

Mr. Reuss. What would you do about a problem which is quite 
common and concerning which we had testimony before this subcom- 
mittee—there has been testimony that much of the underground 
water supply of northern Illinois, just taking one example, is depend- 
ent on an aquifer whose origin is very largely in the State of Wiscon- 
sin. Would you require the Wisconsin taxpayers, through the State 
geological services, to pay for the collection of hydrologic data, whose 
ultimate benefit was largely for the people in Illinois, who hold a 
tremendous number of wells in that aquifer ? 

Mr. Weaver. On the way to Illinois there are wells in Wisconsin, 
too. I don’t think you could say the collection of that data would be 
exclusively Wisconsin’s. We have the same condition between New 
Mexico and Texas on the high plains, which was the subject of a law 
suit which I cite. This is the Dority case. That referred to some 
on both sides of the line. 

Mr. Reuss. But the indication was that the vast preponderance of 
the water withdrawn from that particular water table was withdrawn 
in Illinois and perhaps only a fraction of 1 percent of use of that 
water table was in Wisconsin, which, however, happened to be prin- 
cipally a recharged area. 

Mr. Weaver. Yes. 

Mr. Revss. Would you compel the taxpayer in Wisconsin to pay for 
the accumulation of the necessary hydrologic data and, if you did, 
what would happen to the well users of Illinois if the Wisconsin 
taxpayers concluded there just wasn’t enough Wisconsin interest in- 
volved to warrant the collection of data? 

Mr. Weaver. I think a compact, such as the Pecos or Red River 
compacts—I think the proportion of water, the ee of interest, 
could be assessed and could be made the subject of an agreement. I 
don’t see why the State should pay nothing and it all be paid by the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Weaver. Thank you very much, also. 

Mr. Jones. Judge Kenneth McCalla, Texas Railroad Association. 
Glad to have you, Judge McCalla. 
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Mr. McCatxa. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. That judge business just got in there by mistake. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH McCALLA, ATTORNEY, TEXAS RAILROAD 
ASSOCIATION, AUSTIN, TEX. 


Mr. McCatua. My name is Kenneth McCalla. I am a lawyer here 
in Austin. It is my privilege to represent virtually all of the Texas 
railroads. 

You gentlemen, as I understand it, are seeking the views of the 
public as to whether tolls should be imposed for the commercial 
use of inland waterways, as recommended by the Hoover Commission. 

At the outset, let me admit my bias—as a representative of the 
Nation’s greatest and most essential transportation agency. 

That bias stems, however, not so much from the fact that I do repre- 
sent the railroads, but from the fact that such representation has 
caused me to receive more information on the subject of subsidized 
water transportation than is available to the public generally; and 
thus to become familiar with the injustice of such a policy, not only 
to competing forms of transportation but to shippers and consumers 
and the public generally. 

Billions of dollars of money, provided by taxpayers—including the 
railroads—has been spent on the construction and maintenance of 
inland waterways. The theory has been that transportation over such 
inland waterways is “cheap”; that such sone transportation” is good 
for the country, and particularly for small business and farmers; 
and that inland transportation would be needed in case of a national 
emergency to relieve the railroads of burdens which, especially in time 
of war, they could not carry. 

The facts show that the contrary is true. Transportation by inland 
waterway is so costly that it can exist only by having the taxpayers 
pay a large part of the burden. 

fost inland waterway transportation is not performed by or for 
the farmer or small-business man but by or for shippers with enough 
traffic to enable them to make use of the facilities furnished, without 
cost to them, at the expense of the taxpayers. 

Experience showed abundantly during World War II that not only 
did inland waterways fail to relieve the railroads of any burden but 
to the contrary railroads were called upon to handle much traffic that 
had moved by water during peacetime. 

The real cost of inland waterways includes the providing, main- 
taining, and operating of the channels used by the vessel. Of that 
cost, the operator of the vessel pays nothing, other than taxes which 
are paid by the public generally—and part of which ultimately goes 
to the waterway. 

On the other hand, railroads not only build, maintain, and operate 
their own rights-of-way, but pay taxes upon them as well—part of 
which taxes are used for the benefit of their competitors by water. 


Commercial motor carriers pay a charge in the form of motor-fuel 
taxes for the use of the highways constructed for them. at public 
expense. While this charge is not adequate, it is infinitely more than 
the “nothing” paid by the users of the inland waterways. 

Even the private motorist must pay for the thoroughfares over 
which he operates. 
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Certainly those who use any thoroughfare for profit should con- 
tribute by a user charge to the cost of such project. 

But those who use the inland waterways are enjoying, at the expense 
of every other form of public transportation, a substantial subsidy 
from the taxpayers’ pocketbooks. 

Inland waterways serve only a few large shippers located on such 
streams, to the detriment of other forms of transportation and to ship- 
pers at inland points, unable to avail themselves of the generosity of 
the Federal Government to their competitors. 

The idea of tolls is not railroad-inspired. It has been suggested by 
many commissions and boards which have studied and reported on 
this subject through the years. 

The Government imposes a toll for the Panama Canal. The act of 
Congress which authorized improvement for navigation of the St. 
Lawrence seaway makes it mandatory that tolls be collected to reim- 
burse the Government for costs incurred in the construction, mainte- 
nance, and operation of that project. 

There can be no justification for requiring tolls on these waterways 
and permitting traflic on others to go “scot free.” 

Inland waterway transportation is not an infant industry which 
requires a Federal subsidy to enable it to survive through the “swad- 
dling cloths” stage. It is, in fact, older than most other forms of 
transportation. 

Through the years it has furnished a pure subsidy to the relatively 
few concerns in a position to make use of it, and there is no evidence 
that the general public pays lower prices for the goods transported by 
water, in return for its tax contributions. 

The Hoover Commission, echoing as it does many previous recom- 
mendations that “Congress authorize a user charge on inland water- 
ways except for smaller pleasure craft, sufficient to cover maintenance 
and operation, and authorize the Interstate Commerce Commission to 
fix such charges,” deserves the commendation of the overwhelming 
majority of the American people, who, I am convinced, were the 
aware of the facts, would join in urging the Congress to enact suc 
legislation. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Jones. ‘Thank you, Judge McCalla. 

Mr. Harry P. Burleigh, Bureau of Reclamation. 

Weare glad you are here, Mr. Burleigh. I might note that through- 
out the country you are the first representative we have had from the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY P. BURLEIGH, ENGINEER, UNITED STATES 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, AMARILLO, TEX. 


Mr. Burieieu. I am Engineer Harry P. Burleigh and am in charge 
of investigations for the United States Bureau of Reclamation in the 
State of Texas. My chain of command is to the director of region 5, 
Engineer Robert W. Jennings, at Amarillo, Tex., who in turn reports 
to the Commissioner of Reclamation, Wilbur A. Dexheimer in Wash- 
ington, D. C. My statement today for the Bureau of Reclamation is 
submitted to the committee at the verbal invitation of Mr. William 
Sturdevant, staff member of the committee, issued in Austin, Tex., by 
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him November 16, 1955. The purpose of the statement is to inform 
the committee of Bureau of Reclamation activities in Texas. 


TEXAS ACTIVITIES 


Texas activities of the Bureau of Reclamation are concerned with: 
(1) Operation and maintenance of constructed or rebuilt, presently 
operating projects; and (2) investigations of new projects that could 
qualify for construction under the Federal reclamation law. 

Operating projects: The Bureau of Reclamation is or has been con- 
cerned with four constructed projects or structures in Texas, as follows: 

(1) Marshall Ford Dam—Colorado River: This dam, with an im- 
pounding capacity of 3.2 million acre-feet, was constructed by the 

ureau in 1937-41 for the Lower Colorado River Authority, a legal 
entity of Texas. It is a multipurpose structure providing power, 
flood control, water supply for cities and irrigation, recreation and 
wildlife benefits. The structure was not built under reclamation laws. 
With completion of contracts for repayment of the Federal invest- 
ment, operation of the structure was turned over to the river author- 
ity. The Bureau established and requires compliance to such opera- 
tion regulations as are essential in the interest of structure safety. It 
has no further connection with the project. 

(2) Rio Grande project: The Rio Grande project irrigates 155,000 
acres along the Rio Grande River upstream and downstream from El 
Paso, Tex. The project was built under Federal reclamation laws by 
the Bureau and completed in 1916. It has been operated by us, at the 
insistence of the water users, since completion of construction. 

(3) Balmorhea project—Balmorhea, Tex.: This is an irrigation 
project; about 8,000 acres receive a regular water supply. The Bu- 
reau rebuilt portions of the project in 1946-47 under provisions of the 
Wheeler-Case Act. Contracts have been executed for reimburse- 
ment of the Federal expenditures and project operation has been 
turned over to the local interests. 

(4) In addition to the preceding, the Bureau designed and super- 
vised construction of Falcon Dam for the International Boundary and 
Water Commission on the lower Rio Grande River. Operation and 
maintenance of the structure rests with the Boundary Commission. 


INVESTIGATIONS UNDER RECLAMATION LAW 


Under the Federal reclamation laws, and at the request of the con- 
cerned interests, the Bureau is currently investigating nine projects 
in Texas as follows: 

(1) The Harlingen irrigation district. 

(2) The El Jardin irrigation district. 

(3) The La Feria irrigation district. 

(4) The Mercedes irrigation district. 

These four districts are operating projects in the lower Rio Grande 
Valley; the investigation purpose in each instance is preparation of 
feasibility reports gover district rehabilitation plans and costs. 
The completed reports will be submitted to the Congress for authori- 
zation of the necessary construction. 

(5) Precinct 4, Cameron County, Tex. 

(6) Hidalgo County, Tex. 
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These two investigations relate to improvement of drainage for 
360,000 acres of irrigation in the lower Rio Grande Valley. Feasi- 
bility reports upon the investigations will be submitted to the Con- 
gress for authorization. 

(7) Red Bluff investigation: This is a reconnaissance investigation 
to determine the practicability of detailed investigations for recon- 
struction of the Red Bluff irrrigation project, under reclamation law, 
on the Pecos River at Pecos, Tex. 

(8) Fort Stockton investigation: At Fort Stockton, Tex., exhaus- 
tion of ground water supplies has eliminated the source of water 
supply for the city of Fort Stockton and an adjacent irrigation dis- 
trict of 5,000 acres. This is a reconnaissance investigation to deter- 
mine the practicability of detailed investigations for provision of 
surface water supplies to meet the requirements of the irrigation 
district and the city. 

(9) San Angelo project: Investigations have just been completed 
on the San Angelo project; the report will be submitted to the forth- 
coming Congress for authorization. The report describes a multiple- 
purpose project designed to provide needed flood control, develop 
irrigation water supplies, and provide municipal water supplies in 
the vicinity of Sen Angelo, Tex. Project cost is $30 million; the 
project qualifies fully under reclamation laws for congressional con- 
sideration, and, if developed, it will materially buttress the economy 
of the area it will serve. 

(10) Gulf basins investigation: This is the largest single investi- 
vation being conducted in Texas by the Bureau of Reclamation. The 

tate of Texas is on dead center economically with respect to water 
supplies for irrigated agriculture, industrial and municipal water 
requirements. Large water supplies are available within the State 
to meet foreseeable water requirements for all of these needs provid- 
ing that an effective system is established for capture and distribution 
of Texas waters now wasted in the gulf. At the request of members 
of the Texas delegation to the Congress, the Bureau of Reclamation 
is determining the practical means to store and distribute available 
waters to agriculture and industry where such works might be con- 
structed with Federal funds. The intent of the investigation is to 
determine the most practical channel for investment of the Federal 
water dollar in Texas where such investment is in the National as 
well as the State interest. The investigation involves a determination 
of foreseeable water requirements for agriculture, industry, and 
municipalities, a determination of the most practical means for sup- 
plying those needs and establishment of economic justification and 
financial feasibility of such a project if built. 

I will boil it down. At the present our Texas activities are limited 
simply to the operation and maintenance of projects we have built 
and to investigate and get underway new projects. 

Of the four projects we have built, the Marshall Ford dam has 
been turned over to the lower Colorado River Authority. Our main 
interest in that project is in connection with the repayment. 

We have the Rio Grande project, stretching upstream and down- 
stream and reaching 155,000 acres, constructed in 1916. We operate 
that project because we have been unable to get the water users to 
assume that responsibility. 
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Mr. Jones. Why don’t we say you can’t get the people in the area 
to assume the cost ? 

Mr. Buruetcn. It is their preference, and they so stated to Congress, 
that they wish us to operate it. It is contrary to our procedure. We 
try to remain only to completion. We operate that project not from 
desire. Frankly, we can’t get them to take it. 

Mr. Jones. You have 155,000 acre feet. What do you charge per 
acre foot for water? 

Mr. Burieicu. Water costs, I think, about $4 an acre foot, but I 
will have to supply that for the record. : 

Mr. Jones. aw many pumping stations have you in the project? 

Mr. Burteicu. There are no pumping stations, When they pur- 
chase some of our water they store the water supply. Individual irri- 
gators have put in individual wells. That is with them. We have no 
connection. 

This other project we have in the State, a small dam at Balmorhea, 
Tex., we rebuilt under the provisions of the Wheeler Case Act in 1946 
and 1947. We turned the operation over to loan interests. That is 
why we remain in that. 

Mr. Jones. What is the case? The Wheeler Act? 

Mr. Burveicn. It was the act of 1937 or 1938, Congressman Jones, 
that enabled us to build small projects, and I know at least two have 
roe built since World War II, that have been constructed under 
that act. 

Our only interest in that is for repayment. 

Then, we designed and supervised construction of Faleon Dam. 
That was our Gnky consedtion with the project. The Department of 
Interior through the Bureau of Reclamation is now responsible for 
the marketing of the power. 

Mr. Jones. Who regulates and fixes, under the international agree- 
ment, the share of water diversions? The International Boundary 
Commission ? 

Mr. Burren. Well, it is under the jurisdiction of the compact. 
Once the division has been made, once the apportionment has been 
established, then it is the responsibility of the State of Texas to appor- 
tion America’s share on those waters. 

Those are the only projects we have built, or which we are operating 
in the State at this time. The remainder of our effort in Texas is 
an investigational effort. 

We are concerned with nine projects at this moment. The first 
four on the list are existing irrigation systems in the Lower Rio 
Grande Valley. We are conducting investigations for the rehabilita- 
tion of those districts under the reclamation law, and will be submitted 
to Congress at the next session. 

We have two other investigations in the lower Rio Grande Valley, 
concerned with the necessity for large steel bridge works where con- 
nected with the irrigation works with which we are also connected. 

We have investigated the Red Bluff project at Pecos. We are pre- 
paring a recognizance report on it, partly to save their money and 
ours, because it is doubtful whether the project would merit full-scale 
investigation. 

We have a further investigation at Fort Stockton, Tex. At that 
289 the exhaustion amounts to about the ground water supply and 

1as eliminated the source of water for the city of Fort Stockton and 
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an irrigation project for about 5,000 acres. These people asked us 
if any surface waters could supplement the ground waters. We have 
just completed that and will submit it to next Congress. 

The largest single investigation we have run is what we call the 
gulf basins investigation. We are conducting that at this time, at 
the request of the Texas delegation, to determine a more effective 
channel for Texas waters now wasted in the gulf. 

We have been in that investigation about 1 year. 

That is all my summary. 

Mr. Jones. Any questions ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Burleigh. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I am K. M. Smith, McAllen, Tex. 

Mr. Jonrs. You are from the Falcon watershed, or Falcon water 
compact ? 

Mr. Sir. Yes. 


STATEMENT OF K. M. SMITH, WATER MASTER, FALCON WATER 
COMPACT, McALLEN, TEX. 


Mr. Smrrn. My name is K. M. Smith, and I am water master of 
Falcon water compact; in addition to being water master, I am also 
a president of the Texas water conservation in the Rio Grande 

aliey. 

Our problem has been just about covered by the engineers, with 
the exception of one item. We are quite concerned about a few of the 
upstream small dams on the source of the international waters, and 
we referred that to the United States Geological Survey and board of 
water engineers for a report. We would like to submit that report to 
this committee as soon as it is completed. 

Mr. Jonres. When do you expect it to be completed ? 

Mr. Smiru. It will be sometime next spring. 

Mr. Jones. We will be glad to receive it provided the committee— 
this is an interim committee—our report may have been submitted, 
if it comes that late, and I am sure it could not be reopened. 

Mr. Smirn. Well, sir, if we can finish it in time, we would like to 
submit it for your benefit. 

We of the lower Rio Grande Valley have 700,000 acres under irriga- 
tion, 500,000 of which I represent in the lower Falcon Dam watershed, 
principally in the counties of Starr, Hidalgo, Cameron, and Willacy. 

The International Water Commission has supervision of the Rio 
Grande channel from E] Paso to the Gulf of Mexico, some 1,200 miles 
of which is international boundary between Texas and Mexico. 

We have a situation in Texas that was discussed this morning, of 
small dams, which is just one of our problems in the lower valley. We 
feel, of course, the 200 acre-feet that was talked about in the silt storage 
is actually water capacity storage. Water can be retained in that. 
There is nothing that says how many of those can be constructed. 

We have numerous smal] tanks and different types of small reser- 
voirs constructed in our contributing watershed. 

Water measured from tributaries which goes into the main channel 
of the Rio Grande does not come under the International Boundary 
Commission, but comes under the State laws. Our water is water con- 
tributed by tributaries in Texas. All unmeasured water from tribu- 
taries is operated 50-50 with Mexico. Our major tributaries are the 
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Del Rio and Pecos. Whatever comes in there is measured and is 
United States water. 

We are vitally interested in the fact that all the water we feel belongs 
rightfully to us in the lower valley does become measured water. 
Any small storage tank continually decreases our supply. 

At one time Mexico was not developed like they are now, and 
frankly, we had the use of some of their water that would have been 
wasted into the gulf. They have progressed considerably and are 
using every bit of water that belongs to them. 

Of course, the International Boundary Water Commission is doing 
a good job in determining how much belongs to the United States and 
how much belongs to Mexico under the treaty. We cannot afford to 
have any more storage on the tributaries, which will decrease the flow 
into the main channel of the Rio Grande. 

We feel, of course, that 200 acre-feet is too much. That is controlled 
by the State law. And certainly we feel that any water stored for 
irrigation certainly should be continued under a permit from the 
State board of water engineers, and there certainly should be some 
limit on the number of them constructed on these sparsely settled 
tributaries. A part of our investigation is to see how many are 
already constructed. 

Another subject would be the revenue at Falcon Dam. I had 
intended to touch on that. We have about a half million dollars 
invested in irrigation lands and facilities. We impound all our 
water from the river. We have somewhere around 5,000 cubic feet at 
Falcon Dam, and are pumping water to the irrigated areas. 

Last summer we were faced with a water shortage in the Falcon 
reservoir, and we did go down and get the people through the terri- 
tory along the tributaries to make temporary arrangements to tie 
in on the tributaries to help get the water out. I understand there is 
still a temporary tie-in. 

That is all. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you. 

Dr. Walter P. Webb, University of Texas? 

(No response. ) 

Mayor Tom Miller, Austin ? 

(No response.) 

Professor Corwin Johnson, University of Texas Law School? 

(No response. ) 

Frank H. Newnam, member of Task Force, Houston? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Claude Gilmer, Nueces River Authority, Rocksprings, Tex. ? 
(No response.) 

= L. T. Youngblood, Upper Colorado River Authority, Bronte, 

Tex. 
(No response.) 
Mr. John W. Simmons, Sabine River Authority, Orange, Tex. ? 
(No response.) 
a Mr. Ed Easterling, Lower Neches River Authority, Beaumont, 
ex. ? 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Max Starcke, Lower Colorado River Authority, Austin, Tex.? 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Ed Felder? 
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(No response. ) 

Mr. Joe Carter ? 

Mr. Carter. I am Joe Carter, attorney for the State Board of 
Water Engineers. As I told you previously, I have no prepared 
statement. Iam merely to represent the board members, who are very 
sorry they could not be here today. It is our purpose here today to 
permit any questions 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Carter, do you want to get permission to send in 
a statement at some subsequent time? 

Mr. Carrer. I will go ahead and get permission and try to submit 
something. 

Mr. Jones. Without objection, the statement of Mr. Carter will be 
received, or the statement on behalf of the Texas State Board of 
Engineers. Is that the correct title of the organization? 

Mr. Carter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonss. Is there anyone else in the audience who wants to testify ? 
I think, then, that completes the schedule of witnesses. 

Let me express the appreciation and gratitude of the committee 
to Mr. Teague andCongressman Thornberry for helping us arrange 
this meeting, to those witnesses whom we have had the privilege of 
hearing, and to the management of the hotel who has accorded us the 
use of these facilities,and to all for the cordial reception we have re- 
ceived in Austin. 

This concludes the hearing of the subcommittee. When we ad- 
journ, we will adjourn to meet in Washington after the opening of 
the 84th Congress. 

It has been a pleasure to visit with you in your great State, and I 
am quite sure that all of the accounts and the things you have had to 
say about the greatness of your State will continue on and on. 

Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, at 3 p. m., December 12, 1955, the Subcommittee ad- 
journed until further notice.) - 





Invitees to the hearing at Austin: 


The Honorable Allan Shivers, Governor of Texas. 

All Members of the Texas Congressional delegation. 

Brigadier General L. E. Seeman, division engineer for the Southwestern Division 
of the Corps of Engineers, Dallas, Tex. 

Mr. Harry P. Burleigh, engineer, United States Bureau of Reclamation, Austin, 
Tex. 

Mr. A. F. Mitchell, president of the Texas Water Conservation Association, 
Austin, Tex. 

Mr. J. B. Sturrock, general manager, Texas Water Conservation Association, 
Austin, Tex. 

Mr. Gibb Gilchrist, Texas A & M College, College Station, Tex. 

Mr. Ed Easterling, secretary, Lower Neches River Authority, Beaumont, Tex. 

Mr. John W. Simmons, Sabine River Authority, Orange, Tex. 

Mr. R. D. Collins, Brazos River Authority, Mineral Wells, Tex. 

Mr. Claude Gilmer, Neuces River Authority, Rockspring, Tex. 

Mr. L. T. Youngblood, Upper Colorado River Authority, Bronte, Tex. 

Col. Ken Smith, Trial Compact Commission, Lower Rio Grande Valley of Texas, 
McAllen, Tex. 

Mr. Max Starke, manager, Lower Colorado River Authority, Austin, Tex. 

Dr. Paul Weaver, professor of geology, Texas A & M College, College Station, Tex. 

Mr. Herb Hilburn, president, Brazos River Authority, Plainview, Tex. 

Mr. Jack Kultgen, Bird-Kultgen Motor Co., Waco, Tex. 

Mr. Howard Boswell, Texas Soil and Water Magazine, Temple, Tex. 
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The letters of invitation read as follows: 
DEAR 


“A hearing will be held by the Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and 
Power of the House Committee on Government Operations, of which subcom- 
mittee I am Chairman, in Austin, Tex., on Monday, December 12. 

“This subcommittee was established to study the Report on Water Resources 
and Power of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the 
Government, known as the Hoover Commission. 


“We extend to you a cordial invitation to testify before our Subcommittee. 
“Sincerely yours, 








“Rosert E. Jones, M. C., Chairman.” 


(The following communications were received after the close of 
the Austin hearing :) 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS, 


December 29, 1955. 
Hon. Roszert E. Jones, M. C., 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Water Resources, 
and Power of the Commission on Government Operations, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN JONES: Referring to your letter of November 28, 1955, I am 
enclosing herewith copies of formal action taken at our recent annual meeting 
in New Orleans; to wit, resolutions numbers 4 and 5. 

It was the instruction of the administration committee, which is made up of 
the chief administrative officers of all the highway departments, that the legis- 
lation and administrative policy subcommittee of the executive committee of 
the association be given enough latitude to press for such legislation on the 
subject of navigational clearances to assure that all forms of transportation 
will be considered in economic studies which result in the determination of 
clearance requirements; and further, to press for any sort of legislation which 
will insure that authorities charged with the responsibility of passing on naviga- 
tional clearances will not do so on any dictatorial basis or purely conjectural 
navigational requirements at the expense of other forms of transportation. 

Yours very truly, 
A. E. JoHNSON, 
Executive Secretary. 


RESOLUTION NO. 4 


Whereas the United States Department of Commerce report on navigational 
clearance requirements for highway and railroad bridges, published early this 
year, identifies a very serious problem concerning surface transportation rela- 
tionships on which corrective action is needed in the public interest ; and 

Whereas the Department of Commerce stated that although some of the recom- 
mendations in the report can be implemented by administrative action, existing 
Federal laws relating to bridge clearances over navigable waters must be 
modified before significant results can be expected on a continuing basis; and 

Whereas it is the understanding of the American Association of State High- 
way Officials that the Department of Commerce, in preparing a draft of such 
legislation, has been seeking the views of other Federal agencies before it re- 
quests Bureau of the Budget clearance for sending a specific legislative proposal 
to the Congress ; and 

Whereas the report of the (Hoover) Commission on Organization of the Execu- 
tive Branch of the Federal Government contained a statement on the bridge- 
clearance problem, which statement is supported by additional findings and 
recommendations for legislative action in the report of its Task Force on Water 
Resources and Power ; and 

Whereas a Special Subcommittee of the Committee on Government Operations, 
Untied States House of Representatives, has given the American Association 
of State Highway Officials an opportunity to present its views concerning the 
Hoover Commission report on water resources and power ; and 

Whereas many millions of dollars of bridge costs resulting from navigational 
needs can be saved, and vehicular delays resulting from bridge openings for 
accommodation of water craft can be substantially reduced or eliminated, through 
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modernization Federal laws relating to bridge clearances over navigable waters, 
wthout unduly affecting the reasonable requirements of waterway transporta- 
tion: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the American Association of State Highway Officials in annual 
meeting assembled in New Orleans, La., December 6-9, 1955, endorses in prin- 
ciple the basic objectives of the Department of Commerce in seeking remedial 
legis!ation on bridge clearances and respectfully urges the Secretary of Commerce 
to submit a specific legislative proposal on this subject to the 84th Congress in 
January 1956; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to appropriate officials in the 
executive and legislative branches of the Federal Government. 


RESOLUTION NO. 5 


Whereas for a number of years it has been apparent that highway development 
has been hampered by existing Federal law and actions taken pursuant thereto 
in connection with the withdrawal of vast acreages of Federal lands for possible 
power development ; and 

Whereas presentations were made to the Commission on Organization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government, acting through its Task Force on Water 
Resources and Power, by the Western Association of State Highway Officials 
in 1954; and 

Whereas the Western Association of State Highway Officials appointed a 
special committee to study the matter of the obtaining of rights-of-way across 
federally owned lands, with particular reference to the obtaining of access rights 
and to the problems presented by power withdrawals ; and 

Whereas proposed Federal legislation was prepared and endorsed in principle 
by this association at its annual meeting assembled in Seattle, Wash., November 
9-11, 1954, but legislation covering the subject matter included in such drafts has 
not been enacted : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the American Association of State Highway Officials in annual 
meeting assembled in New Orleans, La., December 6-9, 1955, reaffirms its endorse- 
ment in principle of the draft of such legislation as a part of the legislative 
program of the American Association of State Highway Officials at the forth- 
coming session of the Congress ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution and the draft of the legislation referred 
to be sent to the President of the United States, the Secretary of Commerce, and 
to all other Federal departments and agencies having possession or control of 
Federal lands, and to the appropriate committees of the Congress, for such action 
as they may deem appropriate. 


WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, 
Washington, D. C., January 25, 1956. 
Hon. Rosert FE. Jones, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Water Resources and Power, 
House Committee on Government Operations, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN JONES: The Wildlife Management Institute desires to 
submit for the record a statement on the Water Resources and Power Report of 
the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government. 
Some of these recommendations are such that we have no information upon 
which to make intelligent comments, but there are two which we do wish to 
discuss. 

The first one is a recommendation that Congress should create a Water 
Resources Board, consisting of the present Cabinet and interagency committees, 
plus five public board members, to provide better organization and coordination 
to Federal water-resources projects. 

While we favor the creation of a water-resources commission or board, we 
do not believe that one constituted of representatives of the groups that are 
now operating in the water-resources field is the way to get an overall compre- 
hensive national water-resources policy defined and enforced. We believe that 
there should be a water-resources board consisting of public-spirited citizens 
not connected with any of the water-resources agencies now in existence in the 
Federal Government. We believe that this agency should have enough staff to 
check on the soundness and comprehensiveness of the planning of these projects 
and to recommend to the President and to the Congress whether or not they are 
sound and should be constructed. 
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One of the chief obstacles to the development of a sane water-resources pro- 
gram is the existence of rival engineering agencies, each with more or less single- 
purpose projects which they are pushing. We do not believe that it is possible 
to combine them under present conditions, although we would favor such a 
combination as a practical method of eliminating the present feverish competi- 
tion to build bigger and better dams, regardless of their use or value. 

We do believe it might be possible to coordinate their work by some agency 
such as a water-resources board, created by the Congress, and giving power to 
review projects to see whether they were sound from a financial and practical 
standpoint, and, most importantly, if we are to have a real national water- 
resources policy, whether or not the program has been developed by considering 
all of the resources involved in the area affected by the proposed development. 
Such planning also should provide for maximum enhancement or development of 
all resources, rather than be single-purpose projects. We believe that such a 
board is essential to get the kind of water-resources planning that we need. 

The second point on which we wish to comment is the recommendation that 
construction of headwater dams in small watershed projects should be trans- 
ferred from the Soil Conservation Service to the Corps of Engineers. The Wild- 
life Management Institute wishes to oppose vigorously this recommendation. 
We were one of the many agencies which worked for the passage of the Small 
Watersheds Act. We, and many of the other supporters of this legislation, 
visualized it as primarily a land-treatment and management program, and not 
as an engineering program to build dams, although we realize that small dams 
would at times be an essential part of the project. To us the main value of 
the small-watersheds program would be proper treatment of the land and control 
of the water from the point at which it fell. In this way, the Nation would get 
the greatest use of this resource as it moved downward toward the sea. 

If we have any criticism of the Soil Conservation Service’s handling of this 
program, it is that in some areas there has been too much engineering and not 
enough land treatment provided in the plans. We believe, however, that if 
this were transferred to the Corps of Engineers, engineering would quickly 
become the dominant factor in the program and the importance of land treat- 
ment would be minimized. There is nothing in the record of the engineers to 
indicate that they have any interest in or concept of proper laud management 
by varying agricultural methods or by revegetation. We believe the emphasis 
should be placed on these points and think that the proper place for this program 
should continue to remain in the Department of Agriculture and in the Soil 
Conservation Service. 

Thank you for this opportunity for an insertion of our views in the record, 
Sincerely, 

Ira N. GABRIELSON, President. 
x 












